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ABSTRACT  
   
Corporations work to reduce their negative impacts on the environment and society by 
adopting Sustainable business (SB) practices.  Businesses create competitive advantages via 
practices such as waste minimization, green product design, compliance with regulations, and 
stakeholder relations. Normative models indicate that businesses should adopt similar 
sustainability practices, however, contingency theory suggests that effectiveness of practices 
depends on the context of the business. The literature highlights the importance of 
organizational culture as a moderating variable between SB practices and outcomes, however 
this link has not been empirically examined. This thesis presents the development and testing 
of a theoretical model, using configuration theory, that links SB practices, organizational 
culture, and financial performance. 
 
Published frameworks were utilized to identify SB practices in use, and the Competing Values 
Framework (CVF) to identify dimensions of culture. Data from 1021 Corporate Sustainability 
Reports from 212 companies worldwide was collected for computerized text analysis, which 
provided a measure of the occurrence of a specific SB practice and the four dimensions of the 
CVF. Hypotheses were analyzed using cluster, crosstab, and t-test statistical methods.   
 
The findings contribute significant insights to the Business and Sustainability field. Firstly, 
clustering of SB practice bundles identified organizations at various levels of SB practice 
awareness. The spectrum runs from a compliance level of awareness, to a set of organizations 
aware of the importance of culture change for sustainability. Top performing clusters 
demonstrated different priorities with regards to SB practices; these were in many cases, related 
to contextual factors, such as location or sector.  This implies that these organizations 
  ii 
undertook varying sustainability strategies, but all arrived at some successful level of 
sustainability. Another key finding was the association between the highest performing SB 
practice clusters and a culture dominated by Adhocracy values, corroborating theories 
presented in the literature, but were not empirically tested before.    
 
The results of this research offer insights into the use of text analysis to study SB practices and 
organizational culture. Further, this study presents a novel attempt at empirically testing the 
relationship between SB practices and culture, and tying this to financial performance. The 
goal is that this work serves as an initial step in redefining the way in which businesses adopt 
SB practices. A transformation of SB practice adoption will lead to major improvements in 
sustainability strategies, and subsequently drive change for improved corporate sustainability.  
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“I have learnt that if you want to make a global impact, you cannot ignore business. I don’t 
mean corporate responsibility programs, but business models that provoke social change.” 
-  Pierre Omidyar (Elkington & Hartigan, 2008) 
1.1 The Problem 
The supply of energy and material resources needed for industrial growth is expected to rise 
to 170% of the Earth’s bio-capacity by 2040 (WBCSD, 2008). The scale of demand for goods 
and services suggests a critical role for business in sustainability and underlines the need for 
corporations to pursue sustainability practices (Crane, A. , 2000; Sharma & Starik, 2003). 
Corporations have a far-reaching impact on the world, through their dissemination of 
products and services, their employees, and the effects of their activities on society and the 
environment. They have a great influence on the three spheres of sustainability, society, 
environment, and economy, and thus have the potential to contribute substantially to global 
sustainability. 
 
Sustainability is “explicitly value-laden and normative, posing the question of how our society 
ought to be developed in a way that balances socio-economic activities and environmental 
capacities in the long term and from local to global levels” (Wiek, 2010a, p. 10). Values are 
principles adopted as a guide in one’s life, and they play a crucial role in sustainability attitudes 
and behaviors (Hansla, Gamble, Juliusson, & Ga ̈rling, 2008). Research has provided evidence 
that links environmentally responsible behavior to an individuals’ personal or moral norms 
(Thøgersen, 2006).  Particular value orientations have been found to have positive correlations 
with sustainability behavior; these orientations include universalism and benevolence 
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(Schwartz, 1992). Values characteristic of these orientations include social justice, equality, 
peace on earth, loyalty, forgiving-ness, and responsibility (Hansla et al., 2008). 
Organizational values are a subset of organizational culture, which in turn is one of the most 
influential concepts in business.  Organizational culture impacts organizational, group, and 
individual values, attitudes, and behavior (Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, A., 2010; Ostroff, 
Kinicki , & Tamkins, 2003). Organizational culture consists of collective values, beliefs, and 
assumptions that are shared among members, and it exists at multiple levels (Hartnell, C. A., 
Ou, A. Y., & Kinicki, A., 2011).  It can be defined as “the pattern of basic assumptions which 
a given group has invented, discovered or developed in learning to cope with its problems of 
external adaptation and internal integration, which have worked well enough to be considered 
valid, and therefore to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think and 
feel in relation to those problems” (Schein, 1984, p. 3). 
 
Many researchers argue that to address pressing social and environmental issues, businesses 
will need to undergo significant culture changes to embrace new environmentally responsible 
values, beliefs, and behaviors (Fineman, 1997; Harris & Crane, 2002; Russell, Sally V. & 
McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011; Shrivastava, 1995; Stead & Stead, 1994). This culture for 
sustainability should foster a broader engagement with social and environmental issues, in 
which various initiatives gradually facilitate a change in direction and attitude in line with 
sustainability principles (Marlow, Moglia, Beale, & Stenstromer, 2012). Researchers agree that 
most corporate sustainability endeavors are superficial technical fixes, focused on changing 
only the top levels of organizational culture, and are insufficient to achieve sustainability (Hart, 
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Milstein, & Caggiano, 2003; Senge, P. M. & Carstedt, C., 2001). Real change for sustainability 
should change values, beliefs, and underlying assumptions.  
1.2. Gaps  
 
Corporate sustainability has received much attention in business-and-environment studies. 
Researchers have made broad recommendations about how a corporation can implement 
organizational culture change to promote sustainability, but the recommendations have been 
generic prescriptions for culture change (Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, A., 2010). There is a 
dearth of theoretical underpinning to define sustainability-oriented organizational culture in 
specific terms (Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, A., 2010).  Theory is also insufficient to explain 
the relationship between organizational culture and corporate sustainability. The few existing 
descriptions of a sustainable organization have been based on theoretical perceptions rather 
than on real organizations (Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011).  
 
One definition of corporate sustainability (aka, a sustainable organization) is “an organization 
in which sustainability principles are embedded across every aspect of the organization, and 
cultural assumptions reflect the legitimacy of social and environmental issues for business” 
(Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011, p. 404). This definition highlights two key areas 
where sustainability goals must be embedded.  The first area is organizational practices. 
Sustainability principles should be fundamental building blocks for the development of 
organizational practices.  When they are, the practices are considered to be sustainable business 
practices.  The second area is organizational culture. Change towards sustainability requires 
change at the deepest levels of organizational culture. Sustainable business practices and 
organizational culture are the focus areas of this study.  
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1.3. Research Questions  
 
Sustainable business (SB) practices are “all efforts of a business organization to modify, 
develop, produce and distribute products or services in such a manner so as to preserve and 
improve ecological environment for the sake of generations to come” (Kanwa, Kumar, & 
Priyanka, 2011, p. 1). They include practices such as using renewable energy sources, recycling, 
and abiding by a business code of ethics. The literature on SB practices identifies seven 
categories of practice: 1) pollution prevention/waste minimization, 2) environmental impact 
analysis/environmental reporting, 3) employee attraction, development, and retention, 4) 
stakeholder engagement, 5) greening the supply chain, 6) innovation and clean technology, 
and 7) sustainable development. Though some categories overlap, each includes distinct 
strategies that appeal to businesses at certain stages in their implementation of sustainability. 
Businesses may choose to implement one or more of these categories of practices; as is the 
case with most organizational practices, bundles of different categories of practices often 
achieve more than a single category on its own. This synergy among categories of practices is 
of key importance in this study.  
 
The study seeks to answer three related questions about SB practices: 
1. What clusters or bundles of SB practices are currently used by businesses? 
2. Which sustainable business (SB) practice bundles are associated with certain 
organizational cultural profiles? 
3. If organizational culture and SB practices are aligned, will this result in higher financial 
performance?  
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Organizational culture has a remarkable influence on many decisions within a business. I 
propose that organizations choose practices that are suited to their culture, and that the closer 
the fit between practices and culture, the higher the likelihood that practices will be 
implemented successfully.  
 
1.4. Methods & Analysis 
 
This research uses company reports as the primary source of data. Content analysis is used to 
determine the SB practices adopted by the firms, as well as their organizational culture profile. 
The organizational culture questions are based on the Competing Values Framework (Quinn 
& Rohrbaugh, 1983). Financial performance data is acquired from the COMPUSTAT and 
CSRP databases.  
  
In Phase One of the study, I use cluster analysis to identify the bundles of SB practices adopted 
by the businesses in my sample.  I will develop a theoretical explanation for these clusters and 
test it in Phase Two of the study, in which I will use analysis of variance and crosstabs to 




The goal of my research is to contribute to improved corporate sustainability performance by 
identifying bundles of SB practices that are empirically correlated to a successful performance, 
and to identify which bundles are best suited to different organizational culture types.  The 
discovery of effective SB practice bundles that are positively related to successful sustainability 
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implementation is a significant finding in Corporate Sustainability research. Few empirically 
derived guidelines have been put forward for implementing sustainability within a business. 
The findings from this study will suggest a path for businesses pursuing sustainability, with 
actionable items (i.e., practices) that can produce a shift to sustainability. 
 
The link between corporate sustainability and organizational culture has scarcely been 
examined in the literature, even though most researchers agree that the relationship between 
the two is an important key to understanding what makes organizations sustainable. My 
empirical findings about the links between organizational culture and SB practices are an 
important step towards understanding which organizational culture profiles are most 
amenable to change towards sustainability.  
 
1.6 Overview of the study 
 
Chapter one provides the introduction and overview of the dissertation. Chapter two consists 
of a review of the literature. Chapter three outlines testable hypotheses. Chapter four provides 
the research methodology. Chapter five provides a summary of results. In Chapter six, I 






2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
This chapter reviews the current literature on Business and Sustainability. I first define 
sustainability and sustainable business. Then I review the reasons why businesses pursue 
sustainability, and how they do so. I describe the concept of organizational culture and discuss 
its relationship to corporate sustainability. Finally, I review some of the gaps in research and 
describe how this study contributes to filling them.  
 
2.1. What is sustainability? 
 
2.1.1 General Definition 
 
The first mention of sustainability on a global scale was through a historic report called “Our 
Common Future,” which was published by the World Commission on Environment and 
Development (WCED), also known as the Brundtland Commission. The Commission coined 
the term “sustainable development” and defined as  “the ability to meet the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” 
(Brundtland & WCED, 1987, p. 43). This definition has been widely accepted by governments, 
businesses, NGO’s and other institutions all over the world (Dyllick & Hockerts, 2002).  
Before then, sustainability was defined mostly on the principles of resilience, environmental 
conservation and reduced resource use:  
1. A sustainable society is “an enduring one, self-reliant and less vulnerable to external 
forces" and identifies its basis in harvest regulation, renewable and efficient energy use, 
soil and water conservation, and a stationary, dispersed population with less affluent 
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lifestyles (as cited in Brown, Hanson, Liverman, & Merideth, 1987, p. 715; Brown, 
1981).   
2. Dasmann (1985) defined sustainability as a symbiotic relationship with nature, or 
development within the constraints of local ecosystems" (as cited in Brown et al., 1987, 
p. 716), and suggests that the search for sustainable development needs to focus on 
the ideas of local, ecologically balanced, culturally sensitive eco-development (Brown 
et al., 1987). 
 
Though a formal definition of sustainability was offered very recently, the concept of 
sustainability has been around for quite some time. The Iroquois confederacy included this 
quote in their constitution in the 1600’s:  
3. “In every deliberation, we must consider the impact of our decisions on the seventh 
generation...”  
US presidents Thomas Jefferson and Theodore Roosevelt both talked about the importance 
resource conservation for the sake of future generations:  
4. “The earth belongs to each generation during its course…No generation can contract 
debts greater than may be paid during the course of its own existence.”  - 
Thomas Jefferson (1743 – 1826) 
5. “Our duty to the whole, including the unborn generations, bids us restrain an 
unprincipled present-day minority from wasting the heritage of these unborn 
generations.” President Theodore Roosevelt, 1916 
Since the official definition and call to action in 1987, sustainability has been defined in more 
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anthropocentric terms, with a recognition that people are a central part of ecosystems: 
6. A sustainable society is "one that to all intents and purposes can be sustained 
indefinitely while giving optimum satisfaction to its members"(as cited in Brown et al., 
1987, p. 715).  
7. Seliger (2007) definition is  “sustainability is directed at enhancing human living 
standards while improving the availability of natural resources and eco systems for 
future generations” (as cited in Jovane et al., 2008, p. 643).   
 
2.1.2 Sustainability principles  
 
Sustainability principles are described as a set of core sustainability requirements and 
obligations that should be considered by sustainability-oriented decision-makers (Gibson, 
2006). “They concentrate attention on what must be achieved, and what key actions are 
involved, to move consistently towards greater sustainability”(Gibson, 2006, p. 173). These 
principles are core criteria or objectives that offer some guidance on how to achieve 
sustainability.  Dyllick and Hockerts (2002) identify three principles of corporate sustainability: 
to integrate the economic, ecological and social aspects in a triple-bottom line; to integrate the 
short-term and long-term aspects; to consume the income and not the capital(as cited in 
Stocchetti, 2012b). Several researchers have composed lists of sustainability principles, though 
many of the lists contain similar notions. Table 2.1 shows a list of some of these. The Gibson 
(2006) principles have been derived from over two decades of debate and experimentation, 
from literature and case experience and are widely used in sustainability literature (Sinclair, 
Diduck, & Fitzpatrick, 2008) . The Basile, Broman, and Robèrt (2011); &Robert et al. (2002) 
ecological principles were derived by placing ‘not’ in front of the three basic mechanisms by 
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which natural life sustaining systems can be destroyed. They consider one social sustainability 
principle - the requirement to meet human needs.  These principles are specific to corporate 
sustainability and are used for this reason. Another set of corporate sustainability principles is 
the UN Global Compact ten universally accepted principles in the areas of human rights, labor, 
environment and anti-corruption (United Nations, 2013). In practice these principles may 
conflict or overlap, so as to ensure that the core criteria are not compromised, trade-off rules 
must be incorporated (Gibson, 2006).  
 
See APPENDIX A TABLE 2.1: SUSTAINABILITY PRINCIPLES 
2.1.3 Sustainable consumption and production 
 
One of the major tenants of the sustainability movement, is the reduction of human impacts 
on natural systems. Our impacts on the environment have changed two-fold in recent times; 
with greater extractions of natural resources, and subsequently and increase in the amounts 
that we dispose of into our biosphere.  
 
Since 1985, global resource consumption has been higher than ecological capacity and by 
2050, the bio-capacity of two earths will be necessary to satisfy the need for natural resources 
(Jovane et al., 2008). The energy and resources needed specifically for industrial growth are 
expected to rise by 170 percent of the earth’s bio-capacity before 2040 (WBCSD, 2008).  With 
such high rates of growth, it is estimated that the world’s gross national product will double 
within the next 20 years. The countries of Brazil, Russia, India, China & South Africa (BRICS 
nations) saw value advance in their stock markets of 100-300 percent in the last 10 years, and 
are expected to outrun some of the G8 Nations within the next 20 years (Jovane et al., 2008). 
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Industrial growth will grow with the economy, which signals the need for sustainable methods 
of managing this growth.  “If the lifestyle of these rapidly advancing nations becomes shaped 
by the pre- dominant technologies of the first world, then the global resource consumption 
will exceed every ecologically, economically and socially responsible level”(Jovane et al., 2008, 
p. 644).  
 
Even with all this wealth, only one tenth of the population achieves half of the world’s global 
worth. One fifth of the planet has access to four fifths of the global wealth, while half of the 
population survives on less than $2 a day, and have little or no access to clean water, electricity 
or food (Jovane et al., 2008). A further challenge is the inequity in the distribution and access 
to resources. This presents further inequalities in rights, responsibilities, influence and voting 
possibilities (Jovane et al., 2008).  
 
The global and grand challenges that we face in this generation cannot be solved without the 
involvement of the world’s producers (resource consumers) – businesses.  It has become 
widely recognized that corporations, can and should fulfill an important function in lessening 
their impacts to address these world challenges (Robert et al., 2002). As the dominant global 
institution, business’ responsibility has expanded beyond just the production of goods and 
services, it is now being looked upon to solve or support social outcomes as well (Franz, 2012). 
As businesses grow in size they are held accountable, by various groups for their 
environmental and social impacts (Franz, 2012).  Employees and shareholders expect 
environmentally and socially responsible actions from their organization, and externally, 
customers, NGO’s and government place pressure on the business to maintain a sustainability 
focus (Robert et al., 2002). Businesses can address the current unsustainable production and 
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consumption issues by reducing resource use, creating products and services with 
sustainability in mind; providing more equitable access to products/services, particularly for 
those in the developing world; creating jobs and dignified living conditions.  
 
2.1.4 Corporate Sustainability 
 
Neoclassical economics is the prevailing paradigm today, where the main goal of business is 
to maximize shareholder value (Cotgrove, 1982; Egri & Pinfield, 1996; Stubbs & Cocklin, 
2008). Commonly, organizations do not pursue sustainability strategies unless it is in the 
organization’s interest, i.e. for cost-savings, compliance with legislation, pressure from 
stakeholders or to enhance the company’s image (Bansal & Roth, 2000; Stubbs & Cocklin, 
2008). Harvesting resources is favored over preservation for future generations, and waste and 
pollution are externalized, as they disappear from the company’s realm of operations 
(Shrivastava, 1995; Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008). The production cycles are energy and resource 
intensive and the entire system is based on utilizing resources as if they were in 
abundance(McDonough & Braungart, 2002; Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008).  
 
However, businesses today have made strides in achieving some sustainability goals in the last 
few decades. They have done so to achieve greater efficiencies and cost savings, competitive 
advantages, and signal to their customers that they are invested in sustainable development. 
Even with the rise in sustainability research and new developments, it remains difficult for a 
business to pursue sustainability beyond the ‘low hanging fruit’ of resource efficiency and 
reduction, and achieving enhanced reputation through public reporting. The concept of 
Corporate sustainability is still very much undefined, and is an area of contention.  
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The definitions that do exist, make some attempt to rectify this issue, but they are still vague 
descriptions of what a sustainable organization should look like, and offer no specific method 
of defining or developing a sustainability strategy within an organization (Daily & Huang, 
2001; Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, S., 2010).  One study of top management’s perception of 
corporate sustainability found the following descriptions:  
1. a corporation working toward long-term economic performance,  
2. a corporation working towards positive outcomes for the natural environment,  
3. a corporation that supports people and social outcomes, or  
4. a corporation with a holistic approach 
(Russell, Haigh, & Griffiths, 2007; as cited in Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 
2011, p. 395). 
 
Other researchers envision a sustainable organization as “innovative companies and leaders, 
who set the standard for other businesses” (Roome, 1992b); and “an organization in which 
sustainability principles are embedded across every aspect of the organization, and cultural 
assumptions reflect the legitimacy of social and environmental issues for business” (Russell & 
McIntosh, 2011, p. 404). Sustainable organizations are said to adopt a long-term perspective 
that is underpinned by principles of social and environmental morality” (Russell, Sally V. & 
McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011, p. 404) and Sharma (2002) defines sustainable organizations as 
those “organizations that build on natural capital, enhance human and societal welfare, and 
contribute to appropriate economic and technological development” (Sharma, 2002, p. 2).  
 
With such broad and ill-defined definitions, new models of businesses have erupted over the 
years, basing their assumptions not solely on traditional neoclassical economics, but on social 
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and environmental purposes as well. These new hybrid business models “blur the distinction 
between nonprofit and for-profit organizations, with emphases on values and missions for the 
common-good mission and on financial performance” (Boyd, Henning, Reyna, Wang, & 
Welch, 2009; as seen in Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011). These organizations 
contribute to resolving environmental and societal challenges and have been called ‘the closest 
approximations of the sustainable organization’ (Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011) 
They have transformed the focus of business, from just a financial perspective, to one that 
takes into account the environment and society as well.  Some of these businesses include: 
social enterprise, benefit corporations and environmental enterprise (Billis, 2010). More 
research is needed to understand how sustainability is embedded into the culture of the 
business. 
 
2.1.5 Categories of Sustainability Implementation 
 
Firms have been classified according to their level of performance in relation to sustainability 
issues (Carroll, A. B., 1979; Dias-Sardinha & Reijnders, 2001; Gallagher, nd; Hart, S., 1995; 
Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011; Wartick & Cochran, 1985). Various researchers 
posit different levels, including reactive to sustainable (Carroll, A. B., 1979; Russell, Sally V. & 
McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011; Wartick & Cochran, 1985); middle-roaders to visionaries 
(Gallagher, nd); compliance to sustainability (Dias-Sardinha & Reijnders, 2001); pollution 
prevention to sustainable development (Hart, S. L. , 1995) and more recently pollution 
prevention to base of pyramid (Hart, 2011).  
Table 2.2 shows a summary of some of the levels found in literature. 
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See APPENDIX B TABLE 2.2 – SUSTAINABILITY IMPLEMENTATION 
LEVELS 
 
The table above presents different levels of corporate sustainability found in literature. Many 
of these models present similar stepped approaches to achieving sustainability.  At the very 
base level, authors often describe a concern with compliance, (also called reactive and middle 
roaders) that is businesses complying with environmental and business regulations to minimize 
fines.  The next level of sustainability implementation is pollution prevention, (also called 
defensive joined up with the compliance level to be called middle roaders) in which companies 
reduce or eliminate effluents and emissions by innovative changes in operations or resource 
substitution (Hart, S., 1995). This saves costs, as end-of –pipe solutions at the compliance level 
can be costly.  At the third level, companies can save even more by reducing resource use. 
This level is referred to as eco-efficiency (also referred to as ‘efficiency experts’ and 
‘accommodative’). At this level, saving money by minimizing waste, resources and energy use, 
is the main business focus. At one level further, sustainability endeavors are focused on 
minimizing environmental impact by improving operations, resource and energy use, and the 
final product. These businesses have moved beyond cost savings and now attain a competitive 
advantage through their engagement with sustainability issues. This group is called Eco-
innovation and/or Eco- ethical (also referred to as proactive). Finally, there is the ‘sustainable’ 
level (also called visionaries). These businesses have goals beyond minimizing or removing 
environmental impacts; they focus also on societal impacts, using these impacts as drivers for 
their organizational activities. Sustainability principles are embedded across the organization 
and there is a pervading organizational culture for sustainability.   
 
16 
2.2. Why do businesses pursue sustainability? 
 
2.2.1 Theoretical Reasons 
 
Much has been written on the advantages to business of pursuing sustainability goals, however, 
two of the most notable pieces of literature are that of Porter and Linde (1995), known as the 
‘Porter Hypothesis’ and Hart, S. (1995) Natural Resource Based View of the Firm (NRBV).  
 
Porter and Linde (1995) surmised that wastes and pollution were clear signs of inefficiencies 
in business operations.  These inefficiencies could be translated into missed opportunities for 
building competitive advantages. By ignoring ways to reduce resource consumption, the 
organization misses out on profit opportunities (Berchicci & King, 2007). Businesses must 
also move beyond simple pollution prevention strategies, and frame this environmental 
improvement as ‘resource productivity’. There are several opportunity costs not factored into 
waste calculations, such as “wasted resources, wasted effort, and diminished product value to 
the customer” (Porter & Linde, 1995, p. 2) and these all present opportunities for increased 
competitiveness. 
A second part to the Porter Hypothesis is that in response to environmental regulations, 
businesses can develop innovative technologies and approaches that can minimize the cost of 
pollution. This can be achieved through the reuse or recycling of wasted resources, into 
something of value (Porter & Linde, 1995). Another means of innovation is by improving 
resource productivity. This can be through efficient use of particular inputs, better products 
yields or products (Porter & Linde, 1995). Porter & Linde proposed that businesses look at 
sustainability efforts as competitive opportunities and not as a threat or additional cost, if they 
are to remain competitive in the long run.  
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Whereas Porter’s theory assumes that environmental performance will help businesses to gain 
a competitive advantage, Hart’s NRBV theory looks at how a business can gain a competitive 
advantage by pursuing sustainability (Berchicci & King, 2007). NRBV builds on the Resource 
based view of the firm (RBV), by focusing on resources that will allow the business to 
manufacture environmentally friendly products or reduce harmful by-products (Berchicci & 
King, 2007). The theory proposes that by building an environmentally sustainable economic 
activity, the organization will be able to achieve a competitive advantage. Hart proposes the 
strategies of 1. Pollution prevention; 2. Product stewardship and; 3. Sustainable development. 
These strategies are found in several research papers that attempt to build strategies towards 
sustainability (e.g.,Dias-Sardinha & Reijnders, 2001; Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 
2011) and will be reviewed later in this chapter.  
 
2.3. Empirical Reasons 
 
With the pressure on businesses by government, NGO’s, customers and shareholders, to 
address their environmental and societal impacts, there have been recent changes in business 
operations that demonstrate a gradual change to sustainability.  In recent years, companies 
have changed products, processes and policies, adopted environmental standards, and many 
other ventures, in the name of addressing pollution, reducing resource use, reducing emissions, 
and improving community relations (Crane, A. , 2000). These changes have come about as a 
result of the changing demands of consumers, as well as shareholders.  
 
Corporate sustainability has the ability to help solve global issues, but also bring many returns 
to business, primarily because of the ability to develop competitive advantages through 
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emerging capabilities such as waste minimization, green product design, reduced fines for 
environmental regulations; and improved community and stakeholder relations (Crane, A. , 
2000; Gladwin, 1992; Hart, 1994; Kleiner, 1991; Schmidheiny, 1992). Several studies have 
examined the influence of sustainability implementation on financial performance (Gao, 2009; 
Orlitzky, 2006). The results show that a commitment to social and environmental 
responsibility lead to improved reputation (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; as cited in Gao, 2009), 
high quality employees (Turban & Greening, 1997), strong stakeholder relations (Bansal, 2004; 
Hillman & Keim, 2001), management skills (Russo, M. V. & Fouts, P. A., 1997; Sharma, S. & 
Vredenburg, H., 1998), customer loyalty (Gao, 2009; Russo, M. V. & Fouts, P. A., 1997) , 
increased competitiveness, legitimization and ecological responsibility (Bansal & Roth, 2000). 
 
In this next section, I review the literature on sustainability principles and sustainable business 
practices, and how these practices are linked to organizational performance. 
 
2.4. How do businesses pursue sustainability? 
 
2.4.1 Sustainable business practices 
 
Sustainable business (SB) practices are actionable pursuits that deliver on one or more of the 
sustainability principles. One definition of sustainable business practices is “All efforts of a 
business organization to modify, develop, produce and distribute products or services in such 
a manner so as to preserve and improve ecological environment for the sake of generations to 
come” (Kanwa et al., 2011).They are also referred to as green business practices. There is a 
real need for a deeper understanding of SB practices and the tools used to achieve them. 
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Garzella and Fiorentino (2013) lists some of the more commonly mentioned practices: energy 
conservation, renewable energy, pollution abatement, reductions in natural resource 
consumption, waste reduction, resource recycling, global warming limitations, reductions in 
the environmental effects of production systems, improvements in the environmental 
awareness of business, the use of renewable resources, the development of new 
environmentally friendly products, the use of environmentally advanced technologies and 
processes, environmental management systems, eco-labeling, energy efficiency and 
environmental reporting” (Garzella & Fiorentino, 2013).  
 
The literature on SB practices was reviewed to highlight the range of possible practices that 
businesses might adopt.  A wide range of practices were found ranging from pollution and 
waste prevention measures to meeting the unmet needs of the poor (Hart, 2011). Some 
practices, such as compliance and resource use were reported as the most widely used and 
others were mentioned in very few (e.g., the use of clean energy sources). This implies that 
there might be some practices that are fundamental to achieving basic sustainability, while 
some other practices are more advanced and not found at the lower levels of sustainability 
implementation. The following table presents a list of SB practices found in the literature, 
categorized by broader SB practice headings. 
 





2.4.2 Sustainable business practices and organizational performance 
 
Researchers have empirically demonstrated the link between successful implementation of SB 
practices and a firm’s economic and environmental performance (e.g.Pullman, Maloni, & 
Carter, 2009; Rao & Holt, 2005; Russo, M. & Fouts, P., 1997; Zhu & Sarkis, 2004).  Improved 
performance can be achieved through improved reputation, increased efficiencies, cost savings 
and establishing a competitive advantage over competitors.  When a business commits to 
sustainability goals, stakeholders perceive this as a commitment towards excellence.  The 
commitment to sustainability leads to the use of better resources, reduces stakeholder pressure 
on the company and improves its reputation (Hardjono & Van, 2001; Lee, 2012; Stocchetti, 
2012b). Sustainability-driven goals also create the opportunity for adoption of new 
technologies and process analysis e.g. Total Quality Environmental Management (TQEM), 
Life cycle assessment (LCA). Such practices improve efficiencies within the firm, which can 
save costs. Sustainability also represents an important advantage in terms of marketing 
(Stocchetti, 2012b). Businesses pursuing sustainability goals are able to market themselves to 
environmental and socially responsible customers, who are an increasing, high-value 
segment(Barthel & Ivanaj, 2006; Chabowsky, Mena, & Gonzales-Padron, 2011; Stocchetti, 
2012b). 
 
2.4.3 Configurations of Practices  
 
While SB practices have long been accepted as the avenue through which an organization 
implements a sustainability strategy, little research has focused on the successful 
implementation of corporate sustainability strategies or successful combinations of 
sustainability practices. A number of studies have shown that utilizing bundles of different 
management practices have effects that are much greater than the use of individual practices 
21 
(García-Castro, Aguilera, & Ariño, 2013; Stavrou & Brewster, 2005).  The configurational 
approach explains the benefits of combining SB practices.  
 
Configurations represent a bundle of variables considered together and incorporate the 
interdependencies and interactions among the variables (Ostroff & Schulte, 2014). The 
organizational configuration refers to “any multidimensional constellation of conceptually 
distinct characteristics that commonly occur together”(Meyer, Tsui, & Hinings, 1993). Within 
the literature the dimensions of environments, strategies, structures, cultures, ideologies, 
groups, processes, practices, beliefs, outcomes and others have been clustered into 
configurations. The level of analysis can be at any level – individuals, groups, departments, 
organizations, or groups of organizations (Meyer et al., 1993). Many studies have concentrated 
on applying configurational theory to the organizational level, grouping firms who share 
similar characteristics (Doty, Glick, & Huber, 1993; Meyer et al., 1993).  
 
Configurational practices have been shown to explain firm outcomes. The interactivity of the 
practices signal that there may be several paths to a desired outcome. The theory assumes that 
there is no single best path, and studies have shown that alternative paths (bundles of practices) 
can lead to the same organizational outcome – i.e. equifinality (Ostroff & Schulte, 2014). 
Configural equifinality implies that numerous configurations can result in equal levels of 
organizational effectiveness, as a result of the simultaneous tradeoffs and potential conflicts 
among the dimensions (Doty et al., 1993). The fields of organization theory, human resource 
management, corporate strategy, cross national government research have all demonstrated 
empirically that different bundles of high performance work practices are likely to lead to high 
financial performance (Doty et al., 1993). 
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Toh and Morgeson (2008), discovered a comprehensive set of human resource practice 
bundles, derived from a cluster analysis of HR practices used by 661 organizations. They also 
examined a set of contextual factors (organizational values and structure) and how they relate 
to the bundles. They reasoned that emphasizing practice bundles was more effective than 
using a single practice. This is in part because the “effectiveness of a particular practice can be 
significantly enhanced or reduced depending on the other practices simultaneously adopted” 
(Toh & Morgeson, 2008 p.1). Practice bundles may also explain a greater variance in 
organizational outcomes. And by studying individual practices in isolation, it may provide 
limited insight into a more complex phenomenon (Toh & Morgeson, 2008). Though Toh et 
al studied HR practices, they determined that the study of bundles, as opposed to individual 
practices, can be applied to other organizational practices.  
Shah, R and Ward, P. T (2003) literature search found that lean production systems are 
“integrated manufacturing systems that require a set of diverse manufacturing practices” 
(Shah, R & Ward, P. T, 2003; Womack & Jones, 1996). They also found that applying the 
various practices simultaneously would result in better operational performance because the 
practices are complementary and interrelated (Shah, R & Ward, P. T, 2003). For example, 
adopting an end of life reuse/recycle program might not be as effective if the product design 
has not used design for the environment principles. In fact, it may result in recycling costs 
being higher than simply disposing of the product.  
 
2.4.4 Practices and organizational context 
 
Examining business practices and performance without considering organizational context 
can lead to incorrect conclusions. Shah, Rachna and Ward, Peter T. (2003) suggested that “the 
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success of implementation of any particular management practice frequently depends upon 
organizational characteristics, and not all organizations can or should implement the same set 
of practices.” The relationship between practices and organizational context has been 
examined by Toh, Morgeson, and Campion (2008), they examined the relationship between 
HR bundles and organizational values and structure.  Their research showed that 
organizational context could affect the rate at which HR practices are adopted. Toh et al used 
the Attraction, Selection, Attrition (ASA) framework, and considered the organization’s 
strategic values and structure, in order to understand the factors that affect the shape of an 
organization’s HR system. They ascribed to the general systems perspective, and argued that 
the analysis of HR practices should consider “social, structural and managerial processes” (Toh 
et al., 2008). At the same time they also suggested that HR system could influence elements of 
the organizational context (Toh et al., 2008).  
 
Based on the conclusion that management practices are affected by and can affect 
organizational context, I decided to examine the relationship between organizational culture 
and the SB practice “bundles” or clusters. 
 
This next section describes organization culture, and the impact that culture might have on 
sustainability implementation.
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2.5. Culture as a medium for sustainability 
 
2.5.1 Organizational culture and sustainability 
 
Many researchers agree that the best measure for corporate sustainability is through the 
measurement of its organization’s culture (Hart & Milstein, 1999; Linnenluecke, M. & 
Griffiths, S., 2010; Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011; Senge, P. M. & Carstedt, G., 
2001; Shrivastava, 1995). A truly sustainable company should have sustainability principles 
embedded in all levels of its culture, including its values and underlying assumptions (Jennings 
& Zandbergen, 1995; Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, S., 2010; Marlow et al., 2012; Post & 
Altman, 1994; Stead & Stead, 1992; Welford, 1995).  Several measures have been developed 
to measure sustainability implementation within an organization. Many of these evaluate what 
Schein (1990) would consider as “permanent archival manifestations” and fall into the 
category of artifacts or the observable culture. Artifacts are surface level realizations of 
underlying values that represent manifestations of deeper assumptions (Ostroff et al., 2003). 
This category is considered a palpable one but is usually difficult to decipher, which makes it 
an unreliable indicator of a company’s values and culture (Schein, 1990). 
 
Some researchers argue that the recent changes in business in line with sustainability, lead to 
only superficial changes in the organization, and are discernable only through changes in 
artifacts (observed culture) (Hart & Milstein, 1999; Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, S., 2010; 
Senge, P. M. & Carstedt, G., 2001). They reason that to achieve true sustainability status, there 
needs to be significant cultural change and transformation, which implies a broader 
engagement with social and environmental issues in which various initiatives gradually 
facilitate a change in direction and attitude in line with sustainability principles. (Jennings & 
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Zandbergen, 1995; Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, S., 2010; Marlow et al., 2012; Post & Altman, 
1994; Stead & Stead, 1992; Welford, 1995). “Organizations must go beyond technical fixes 
and embrace new environmentally responsible values, beliefs, and behaviors”, and 
organizational culture must be congruent with the sustainability principles in order for 
organizations to become truly sustainable (Fineman, 1997; Harris & Crane, 2002; Russell, Sally 
V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011; Shrivastava, 1995; Stead & Stead, 1994). 
 
Businesses may be adept at adopting programs and changing products and policies, but it is 
an entirely different and grander task to change an organization’s deep-seated values and 
assumptions. (Crane, Matten, & Spence, 2008; Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011). 
Schein (1990) argues that organizational behavior can change only when there are changes in 
the underlying assumptions of the culture. “In this way, it is inconceivable that an organization 
can become truly sustainable by relying on neoclassical economic assumptions”(as cited in 
Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011; Shrivastava, 1995). The current economic 
approach is that resource allocation should be left up to the free market, and this will let 
industry realize its natural comparative advantage. Businesses seek to maximize profit and 
utility above all else.  These assumptions are no longer sustainable in light of dwindling 
resources, and the pursuit of economic development should be modified to pursue sustainable 
development goals. This means that business decisions should consider environmental and 
social factors in addition to economic factors. This involves a significant organizational culture 
change to one that is based upon sustainability principles (Crane, A., 2000; Jennings & 
Zandbergen, 1995; Linnenluecke, M. K. & Griffiths, A., 2010; Marlow et al., 2012; Post & 
Altman, 1994; Russell, Sally V. & McIntosh, Malcolm, 2011; Shrivastava, 1995; Starik & Rands, 
1995; Stead & Stead, 1992; Welford, 1995). 
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2.5.2 What is organizational culture? 
 
The concept of organizational culture emerged in the 1970’s and has been controversially 
discussed with regards to its definition. Many definitions have been suggested. The most 
comprehensive and frequently cited definition, has been offered by Schein (1990).  
“Culture can be defined as a pattern of basic assumptions invented, discovered, or 
developed by a given group, as it learns to cope with its problems of external 
adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid 
and, therefore is to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, 
and feel in relation to those problems” (Schein, 1990, p. 111). 
 
Other definitions range from “notions of accepted behavioral rules, norms and rituals” (Trice 
& Beyer, 1984), to “shared values, ideologies and beliefs” (Schwartz & Davis, 1981), and 
“shared patterns of meaning or understanding” (Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, A., 2010; Louis, 
1985; Smircich, 1983).  
 
Organizational culture and organizational climate are usually examined simultaneously. 
Organizational climate’s definition has also been contended. (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 
2011). Schneider et al. (2011)discussed the confusions about the definition and the 
operationalization of climate, and the lack of resolution between organizational climate and 
culture. One definition refers to climate as employees perceptions of what the organization’s 
practices, procedures, policies and reward behaviors are (Ostroff, Kinicki, & Muhammad, 
2013; Schneider et al., 2011).  It is the account or description of the experiences of those within 
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the organization based on what they see, feel and report happening to them in an 
organizational situation (Ostroff et al., 2013). 
 
Schein (1990) developed a model of organizational culture, proposing three levels at which 
culture can manifest: (a) observable artifacts, (b) values, and (c) basic underlying assumptions 
(Schein, 1990). See figure 2.1 below.  Artifacts are reflected in the physical appearance of an 
organization through the building layout, the smell and feel of the place, the dress code; the 
evident social dynamics such as how employees interact with each other and with customers; 
and also through archival manifestations such as company reports, records and statements of 
purpose. (Schein, 1990). This in effect, describes organizational climate. Values are concepts 
or beliefs that pertain to desirable end-states or behaviors. They transcend situations, guide 
selection or evaluation of behavior and events, and are ordered by relative importance” 
(Schwartz, 1992, p. 4). When values become engrained in thoughts and behaviors, they 
become an underlying assumption. They have become so taken for granted that there is little 
variation within a social unit (Schein, 2010). They are unobservable and reside at the core of 







FIGURE 2.1 SCHEIN’S CULTURE MODEL   
SOURCE: (Schein, 1992) 
 
 
Schein’s model has been used widely. Although many researchers have applied ideas directly 
from Schein(Pedersen & S., 1989), others have challenged his approach (Hatch, 1993). Some 
researchers disagree that organizational cultures are unitary (Gregory, 1983; Louis, 1983; 
Martin & Siehl, 1983; Van Maanen & Barley, 1985), some dispute the idea that the function 
of culture is to maintain social structure, (Meyerson, 1991a; Meyerson, 1991b; Meyerson & 
Martin, 1987; Van Maanen & Barley, 1985) and others have pursued perspectives that are not 
found in Schein’s model (Hatch, 1993). One such perspective focuses on symbols and 
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symbolic behavior in organizations (Hatch, 1993). Generally though, Schein’s remains “one of 
the only conceptual models ever offered”(Hatch, 1993). 
 
2.5.3 Contingency Theory and Sustainability Performance 
 
To clarify the interplay between organizational culture and SB practices, I consider how each 
of the four cultural traits (i.e. involvement, consistency, adaptability and mission) interacts with 
the others to influence firm performance.  Contingency theory provides a lens through which 
I can examine the interplay between the three variables of SB practices, organizational culture 
and sustainability performance. The contingency model argues that different combinations are 
more effective under certain conditions (Guest & Conway, 2004), and this theory is utilized to 
investigate whether the cultural profile of the firm has any influence on successfully 
implementing SB practices and achieving positive sustainability performance.  
 
At a basic level, contingency theory proposes that organizations adapt their structure to 
maintain  fit with changing contextual factors, to attain high performance(Sousa & Voss, 
2008). Contingency studies generally involve three types of variables: 
1. Contextual (or contingency) situational characteristics exogenous to the organization. 
The ability to control or manipulate these variable is limited, though change is possible 
in the long term with substantial effort.  
2. Response variables – organizational actions taken in response to contingency factors 
3. Performance variables – dependent measures that represent specific aspects of 
effectiveness, that allow us to evaluate the fit between contextual and response 
variables (Sousa & Voss, 2008). 
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This research uses the contingency model to explore how SB practices can be used to improve 
sustainability performance, considering the contingent variable of organizational culture.  
2.6. Gaps in the literature and Contribution 
 
Corporate sustainability has been the focus of numerous papers, yet still there are several gaps 
in the research, owing to the infancy of the topic.  Few studies have examined the relationship 
between organizational culture and corporate sustainability.  Linnenluecke, M. K. and 
Griffiths, A. (2010) and Russell, Sally V. and McIntosh, Malcolm (2011)discussed 
organizational culture and sustainability, but provided little to no empirically tested 
conclusions.  Both papers conclude that culture plays an important role in the successful 
implementation of corporate sustainability, and called for further research in this area.  But, 
there is no clear, agreed-upon definition for corporate sustainability. Many researchers have 
posed the question of what a corporate sustainability culture looks like, and very few have 
answered it. The consensus is that there are many forms of corporate sustainability, all of 
which are shaped by organizational culture.  Because this has never been empirically tested, 
this remains an assertion. Few research studies have provided examples of a corporation with 
a culture for sustainability. 
 
Researchers have used sustainability practices and indicators as proxies. Sustainability 
principles are broad ideologies that should be met to achieve sustainability, which make them 
difficult to incorporate into every day operations. Sustainability practices and indicators have 
typically been used as smaller, measureable items that taken as a group or bundle, can 
contribute to satisfying the sustainability principles. Though the practices have been examined 
widely in the liter
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of sustainability practices. The literature has discussed on other organizational practices, such 
as human resource practices, has understood this effect of bundling practices on organizational 
performance.  The researchers agree that practice bundles can simultaneously and 
synergistically work to create a high-quality system, but this has not been examined with 
regards to sustainability practice bundles.  
 
Further, existing research on corporate sustainability and organizational culture has attempted 
to link the two concepts theoretically, by determining which culture types are most likely to 
be successful in achieving corporate sustainability goals. This has resulted somewhat in the 
conclusion that there are different avenues to sustainability, and that each culture can form 
their own version of sustainability based on what their emphasis is. Other research points to 
specific cultures as more prone to achieving sustainability. Neither of these theories have been 
empirically tested, but equally concerning is the non-transferable nature of this finding to 
business operations.  Using sustainability practice bundles and tying these to organizational 
culture is seemingly a more practical approach to addressing corporate sustainability within 
different cultural profiles.  
 
My research will empirically discover effective sustainability practice bundles, and use 
organizational culture as a means through which organizations can choose the ones best suited 
to them. Effectively, I will address most of the above stated gaps in the literature. First, by 
determining empirically the various bundles or clusters of sustainability practices that are being 
used by businesses, and linking those to company performance, we can distinguish the bundles 
in terms of effectiveness and comprehensiveness. This alone is a significant, practical finding, 
that can be used by organizations to effect sustainable change within their operations.   
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Secondly, I will use the discovered ‘clusters’ and determine the cultural profiles that the clusters 
are best suited to. Businesses most successful in their sustainability implementation are 
expected to have most or all of the practice categories, but their organizational culture will 
have some influence on which bundles they place the most emphasis.  This second phase of 
the research will highlight those.  
 
The goal of my research is to improve sustainability performance by identifying bundles that 






3.1. Sustainable Business (SB) Practices 
 
After examining the existing literature on SB practices, I grouped the list of SB practices into 
16 themes or categories. These categories are described below: 
 
An objective within these first categories of practices is the cost-effectiveness of reduced 
resource use. Some avenues for cost saving are reduced fines for emissions regulations, less 
material, water and energy use recycling, and better efficiencies in operations, use of eco-
efficient practices, technologies and products/services. Some practices in this category are: 
end of life plans including ‘upgradability’, reusability, longevity, take-back and recycling of 
products. It also includes the development of new products that have been designed with 
sustainability principles, and thus use fewer resources/materials for the product, less 
packaging, and less or cleaner energy and water.  
1. Product & Process - design of products and processed to reduce wastes, increase 
efficiency and enhance end of life and use phases.  
2. Energy/Water/Materials - reducing consumption of Energy/Water/Materials 
 
Waste is the most prevalent category, and supposedly, the most basic level of corporate 
sustainability mentioned in literature (e.g., Hart, 2011; Mittal, Gupta, & Pareek, 2013; Perotti, 
Zorzini, Cagno, & Micheli, 2012; Sarkis, 1998; Stead, J. G. & Stead, W. E., 2013; Stocchetti, 
2012b). Over the past two decades, firms have been pressured by various stakeholders to 
minimize or eliminate their emissions, effluents, and waste. Several regulations have mandated 
that businesses disclose their emissions of toxins or hazardous chemicals (Hart, S., 1995). At 
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the very basic level, companies control their levels of pollution using end of pipe solutions, 
which store or trap emissions and effluents for treatment and disposal (Hart, S., 1995).  
3. Waste and Emissions - reducing product and process wastes and emissions 
 
 
Many of the categorizations of SB practices focus on internal organizational practices. Supply 
chain issues become relevant when addressing the link to external relationships (Sarkis, 1998). 
Supply chain management is defined as, “The series of companies including suppliers, 
customers and logistic operators that work together to deliver value package of goods and 
services to the end user “(Mittal et al., 2013, p. 473). Direct interface with supply chain partners 
can enable an industry to reduce total inventory levels, lessen transaction costs, and respond 
more quickly to changes in the market. This implies that there is significant influence of a 
supply chain on environmental performance (Mittal et al., 2013). Examples of practices in this 
category are supplier environmental assessment and sustainable procurement practices. (e.g., 
Mittal et al., 2013, p. 473; Sarkis, 1998). 
4. Supply Chain and Logistics – includes practices focusing on raw materials, suppliers, 
and sourcing issues.  
 
 
Companies using the following practices consider the impact of the processes and practices 
on the environment, and aim to minimize or eliminate their negative impacts. They can achieve 
these goals by using tools such as life cycle assessments. An environmental management 
system (EMS) may also be adopted. Many forms of environmental management systems 
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(EMS) have evolved over the past two decades.  “An EMS is a formal set of procedures and 
policies that define how an organization will manage its potential impacts on the natural world 
and on the health and welfare of its workers and nearby citizens” (NDEMS, 2003). An EMS 
is a verifiable system meant to improve a facility’s regulatory compliance, promote adoption 
of pollution-prevention measures, reduce resource use and waste and ensure continuous 
improvement in the management of its impacts on the environment (NDEMS, 2003). “EMS’s 
are designed to increase employee awareness of environmental compliance issues and to create 
a culture focused on reducing environmental impacts”(Gallagher, nd). EMS’s contain 
procedures for identifying, managing, monitoring and measuring environmental impacts, with 
the aim of tracking and reporting progress on the issue (Gallagher, nd). (e.g., Hart, 2011; Sarkis, 
1998; Stead, Jean Garner & Stead, W. Edward, 2013; Stocchetti, 2012b) The practices in this 
category involve integrating the ‘voice of the environment’ (Hart, 2011).  
5. Monitoring and Reporting - Public reporting and continuous monitoring of 
indicators/progress 
6. Regulations and Compliance – government or industry regulations 
Goal is to adhere to relevant regulations, agreements and general codes of conduct 
 
 
The following category of practices is not as widely discussed as other categories but appears 
to be significant in satisfying sustainability principles (e.g., Hart, 2011; Mittal et al., 2013; Stead, 
Jean Garner & Stead, W. Edward, 2013). To achieve sustainability, businesses will require a 
step beyond analyzing its impacts on society and the environment and modifying its products, 
processes and practices to minimize those impacts. An approach that is transformational and 
innovative takes a step beyond analyzing impacts and mitigating them. Such an approach can 
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“deliver long-term consumer value that protects and enhances the planet’s ecological and 
social systems and encourages sustainable consumption patterns that are in balance with the 
carrying capacity of the Earth” (Stead, J. G. & Stead, W. E., 2013). Utilizing clean technologies 
that reduce material and energy consumption, to produce products and services that are built 
with society and the environment in mind, can allow a business to position itself for 
competitive advantages as it’s industries evolve (Hart, 2011). 
7. Research & Development/Clean Technology/Buildings - research focused on clean 
technologies, more sustainable products and building enhancements 
 
 
The following practices are not widely discussed in the literature, but are also fundamental if 
a business wants to address all sustainability principles (e.g., Hart, 2011).  These categories 
require businesses to look beyond profits and embrace their responsibility as institutions of 
change.  Because businesses have an immense influence on the environment and society, it is 
not outrageous to think that they have a responsibility to ensure the livelihood of those around 
them. Hart, S. (1995) suggests that, “a sustainable development strategy means that firms must 
build markets in the “South” (developing countries) while reducing the environmental burden 
created by this new economic activity.” Alleviating poverty for the poorest of the world’s 
citizens requires investment in a long-term commitment to market development, which may 
not result in enhanced short-term profits. However, a firm can build a reputation of 
commitment to sustainability, which might raise future performance relative to competitors 
(Hart, S., 1995; Hart, 2011).Some examples of practices in this category are supporting human 
rights, codes of conduct/corruption & bribery; government relations/influence on public 
policy, and general business ethics. 
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8. Ethics – general codes of good business conducts: focusing on human rights, 
treatment of minorities and the disadvantaged as well as child labor issues 
9. Developing World - focus on 3rd world countries and their development 
10. Community Focus and Philanthropy – endeavors to develop the local and/or regional 
communities as well as philanthropic activities 
 
 
Organizations have influence over its employees, but also on its customers, its investors, its 
suppliers and society in general. Thus, focusing only on their employees is insufficient in 
achieving sustainability.  This category requires “viewing the social capital of the firm, the 
business ecosystem, and the community as instrumental in value creation” (Stead, J. G. & 
Stead, W. E., 2013). Competitive advantages can be built through stakeholder relationships, 
reputation, and social capital. These present unique advantages to create value for the business 
(Stead, J. G. & Stead, W. E., 2013). The stakeholder engagement process is an important 
vehicle for developing consumer learning, which allows businesses to “attend to the 
consumption end of the value chain by engaging consumers in dialogue about sustainable 
consumption practices” (Stead, J. G. & Stead, W. E., 2013). Practices which fall under this 
category are shareholder democracy, executive compensation, shareholder structure, board 
independence, customer and product responsibility and social reporting. (e.g., Dos Santos, 
Svensson, & Padin, 2013; Mittal et al., 2013; Sarkis, 1998; Stead, Jean Garner & Stead, W. 
Edward, 2013; Stocchetti, 2012b).  
11. External and Consumer Orientation - focused on public image and consumer facing 
material 




Companies on the path to sustainability must view their human capital as a valuable resource 
that must be developed and retained.  By designing jobs to be intellectually and socially 
fulfilling and safe, organizations can enhance the personal development of their employees 
and ultimately their performance in the firm. (Stead, J. G. & Stead, W. E., 2013). Organizations 
must also develop internal strategies that help build a culture for sustainability. 
 
Some practices that fall under this category are fair labor practices, freedom of association, 
work-life balance, employment security, fair pay and benefits, equal opportunities, training and 
education, talent attraction and retention and occupational health and safety. 
13. Employees and Recruitment - focus on employee recruitment and development 
(e.g., Dos Santos et al., 2013; Mittal et al., 2013; Sarkis, 1998; Stead, Jean Garner & 
Stead, W. Edward, 2013; Stocchetti, 2012a).  
14. Internal Business Strategies - internal strategies developed by top management to 
cultivate a culture for sustainability 
15. Health and Safety - prevention and correction of accidents 
 
 
With this set of practices businesses reap more savings from more efficient and 
environmentally friendly designs, and also develop a competitive advantage by presenting an 
image to the public of environmental stewardship. Some practices under this category are: the 
creation and adherence to an environmental policy, climate change strategy and/or 
environmental management system, as well as the use of environmental performance 
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indicators. Efforts are also placed to maintain and protect biodiversity while minimizing or 
eradicating emissions, effluents, waste, the use of hazardous substances and hazardous waste.   
16. Environmental Goals - environmental conservation and restoration 
 
 
These strategies are theoretically derived, and I expect to find organizations that use different 
combinations of these practices, with the more comprehensive bundles having greater 
sustainability performance. Thus, I hypothesize that the cluster analysis will result in a 
hierarchical clustering of organizations based on the types of SB practices adopted. 
 
Hypothesis 1a: Organizations will belong to a cluster within which the SB practices adopted are similar to 
other companies inside the cluster versus outside the cluster.   
 
3.2. Culture and SB practices 
 
An important link between sustainability and culture is the effect that organizational culture 
can have on sustainability implementation. Linnenluecke, M. K. and Griffiths, A. (2010) 
examined the link between culture types (using the Competing Values Framework) and the 
adoption of sustainability principles. They surmised, using theory, that sustainability means 
different things to different cultures and suggested that culture plays an important role in how 
sustainability is implemented and outcomes that it achieves. This corroborates findings from 
Zammuto, R. F., Gifford, B., and Goodman, E. A. (2000b). 
 
Organizational culture can be viewed as a set of accepted behavioral rules, norms, values and 
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rituals (Trice & Beyer, 1984). These norms and values “can influence and guide the choices, 
priorities, commitment, attitudes, and behaviors of organization members” (Cable & Judge, 
1997; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Schein, 1990; as seen in Toh & Morgeson, 2008). Sustainability is 
explicitly a value-laden concept (Wiek, 2010b), and implementation of sustainability strategies 
will be dependent on the values, beliefs and behaviors that exist within the business. This 
means that the organizational culture has an effect on the sustainability strategies that are 
adopted and how successful the implementation is. 
3.2.1. The Competing Values Framework  
 
We use the Competing Values Framework(CVF) to measure organizational culture. The CVF 
is one of the most frequently used measures of organizational culture. The CVF identifies the 
four culture types of Clan, Adhocracy, Hierarchy, and Market. I will discuss the CVF more in 
Chapter 3. The CVF model depicts organizational culture using two dimensions. The internal-
external dimension represents the organizations focus on internal dynamics or on the demands 
on its external environment (Zammuto, R. F., Gifford, B., & Goodman, E. A., 2000a). The 
flexibility-control dimension focusses on the organization’s preferences for structure and 
control (Linnenluecke, Russell, & Griffiths, 2009). The result is the four culture types of Clan, 







FIGURE 3.1 THE COMPETING VALUES FRAMEWORK 
Source: (Linnenluecke et al., 2009) 
 
It is important to note that these culture types are indeed ‘ideals’ and are not intended to box 
organizations within one culture type. The 4 culture types are not mutually exclusive, and can 
coexist within a single firm (Quinn, 1988; Quinn & Kimberly, 1984). 
3.2.1.1. Clan  
The Clan culture type has typically been referred to as “group culture” by several researchers, 
as it relates to the level of participation in teams (Denison & Spreitzer, 1991; Linnenluecke, 
M. & Griffiths, A., 2010; Linnenluecke et al., 2009; Parker & Bradley, 2000; Zammuto & 
Krakower, 1991). Trust and commitment are valued and rewarded and decision making is 
of effectiveness criteria. In particular, the third dimension eluci-
dates the behaviors that emanate from values and beliefs. These
behaviors are the mechanisms (means) through which culture
types are related with desired effectiveness criteria (ends). Stated
differ ntly, a collective’s values and beliefs are the social nor a-
tive expectations that inform members how they ought to behave
(Meglino & Ravlin, 1998; O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991).
Behaviors (e.g., participating, taking risks, being aggressive, ad-
hering to rules) subsequently affect employees’ attitudes and tan-
gible work output. Figure 2 illustrates the basic assumptions,
beliefs, values, and artifacts underlying each cultural type along
with the effectiveness criteria predicted to relate to each type.
Because effectiveness criteria are related, it is important to remem-
ber that culture types are more likely to have varying relationships
with effectiveness criteria as opposed to opposite relationships, as
one would expect if the cultural types were truly dichotomous.
Culture Types Underlying the CVF
The clan culture type is internally oriented and is reinforced by
a flexible organizational structure. Figure 2 shows that the assump-
tion underlying clan cultures is that human affiliation produces
positive affective employee attitudes directed toward the organi-
zation. In other words, “organizations succeed because they hire,
develop, and retain their human resource base” (Cameron et al.,
2006, p. 38). A core belief in clan cultures is that the organization’s
trust in and commitment to employees facilitates open communi-
cation and employee involvement. Consequently, clannish organi-
zations value attachment, affiliation, membership, and support
(Cameron & Quinn, 1999). Behaviors associated with these values
include teamwork, participation, employee involvement, and open
communication. These means are expected to promulgate the
outcomes of employee morale, satisfaction, and commitment
(Cameron & Ettington, 1988).
The adhocracy culture type is externally oriented and is sup-
ported by a flexible organizational structure. A fundamental as-
sumption in adhocracy cultures is that change fosters the creation
or garnering of new resources (see Figure 2). A fundamental belief
in adhocracy cultures is that an idealistic and novel vision induces
members to be creative and take risks. Hence, adhocratic organi-
zations value growth, stimulation, variety, autonomy, and attention
to detail (Quinn & Kimberly, 1984). Behaviors that emanate from
these values include risk taking, creativity, and adaptability. Con-
sequently, these means are predicted to cultivate innovation and
cutting-edge output (Denison & Spreitzer, 1991).
The market culture type is externally oriented and is reinforced
by an organizational structure steeped in control mechanisms.
According to the CVF, an assumption underlying market cultures
is that an achievement focus produces competitiveness and aggres-
siveness, resulting in productivity and shareholder value in the
short and immediate term (Cameron & Quinn, 1999). The primary
belief in market cultures is that clear goals and contingent rewards
motivate employees to aggressively perform and meet stakehold-
ers’ expectations. Therefore, market organizations value commu-
nication, competence, and achievement. Behaviors associated with
these values include planning, task focus, centralized decision
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Figure 1. The competing values fram work. Adapted from Figure 3.1
(2006), in Kim S. Cameron, Robert E. Quinn, Jeff DeGraff, and Anjan V.
Thakor, Competing Values Leadership: Creating Value in Organizations,
Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd.: Cheltenham, UK, and Northampton, MA, p.
32. Adapted with permission.
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Figure 2. The competing values framework’s four culture types. Adapted from Table 13-1 (1984), in Robert
E. Quinn and John R. Kimberly, “Paradox, planning, and perseverance: Guidelines for managerial practice,” in
New futures: The challenge of managing corporate transitions (pp. 295–313), edited by J. R. Kimberly and R. E.
Quinn, 1984, Homewood, IL: Dow Jones–Irwin. Copyright 1984 by Dow Jones–Irwin. Adapted with permission
from The McGraw-Hill Companies.
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usually decentralized and achieved through cooperation (Denison & Spreitzer, 1991; 
Linnenluecke et al., 2009; Zammuto & Krakower, 1991). 
 
The human-relations ideology by (Barley & Kunda, 1992; Zammuto et al., 2000a) and Closed 
rational systems models demonstrate the Clan culture to emphasize human factors and internal 
arrangements of the organization as well as the alignment of conflicting goals. Work 
conditions, social interaction and group affiliations are all important to this culture type 
(Zammuto et al., 2000a).  Clan organizations place great emphasis on employee development, 
is a strong promoter of equal opportunity, workplace diversity and work-life balance. A clan 
organization adopts a strong and clearly defined corporate ethical position on issues such as 
discrimination, business ethics, and fraud (Linnenluecke et al., 2009). We expect that an 
organization with a high Clan culture, would have a high focus on Employee Attraction, 
Development and Retention, as well as ethical practices.  
 
Hypothesis 2a. Organizations with relatively high clan profiles will have high a higher than average adoption 
of Employee related SB practices 
Hypothesis 2b. Organizations with relatively high clan profiles will have high a higher than average adoption 
of Ethical SB practices 
3.2.1.2. Adhocracy  
The Adhocracy profile values growth and resource acquisition. This culture is also referred to 
as “development culture” because of its focus on innovation and external orientation (Denison 
& Spreitzer, 1991; Parker & Bradley, 2000; Zammuto & Krakower, 1991). Decision making is 
adaptable, and there is an emphasis on informal coordination and control, as well as horizontal 
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communication (Linnenluecke et al., 2009). 
An adhocracy culture parallels the open-natural systems models (Scott, 2003) as well as the 
organizational culture and quality ideology (Barley & Kunda, 1992). These models highlight 
the importance of the external environment as well as the moral authority and employee 
commitment to manage in turbulent environments. These systems have an external orientation 
and also include efficient use of resources (Linnenluecke et al., 2009). We therefor suggest that 
Adhocracy cultures have a high adoption rate of externally oriented business practices; supply 
chain management and research and innovation. 
Hypothesis 3a: Organizations with relatively high adhocracy profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Externally oriented SB practices 
Hypothesis 3b: Organizations with relatively high adhocracy profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of research and innovation SB practices  
Hypothesis 3c: Organizations with relatively high adhocracy profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Supply chain management SB practices 
The open systems model parallels Scott (2003) classification of open-natural systems models 
which highlight the importance of the external environment in affecting the behavior, 
structure and life changes of organizations. Underlying themes are evolutionary learning and 
adaptation (Weick, 1969), the importance of discretionary behavior and autonomy (Trist, 
1981), a recognition of the wider social and economic environment (Miller & Rice, 1967), 
exchanges with the environment through resource dependency (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), as 
well as social pressures from institutional constraints (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). The open 
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systems model also reflects Barley and Kunda’s (1992) organizational culture and quality 
ideology, which emphasizes moral authority, social integration, quality, flexibility, and 
employee commitment to manage in turbulent environments (Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, 
A., 2010).  
3.2.1.3. Hierarchy 
The hierarchical culture type values conformity, enforcement of rules, achieving stability & 
control, precise communication and data based decision making (Jones, Jimmieson, & 
Griffiths, 2005; Linnenluecke et al., 2009; Zammuto & Krakower, 1991; Zammuto et al., 
2000a). There is an emphasis on vertical communication and compliance is enforced through 
rules and regulations (Zammuto et al., 2000a). 
Other management theories show some parallel to the 4 culture types in the CVF. The 
hierarchical culture, in particular, has been theorized to be more focused on economic 
performance above else (Linnenluecke et al., 2009).  Scientific management (Barley & Kunda, 
1992; Zammuto et al., 2000a) and Closed rational systems models (Scott, 2003) depict 
internally focused organizations as bureaucratic structures that aim to improve organizational 
efficiency and economic performance (Scott, 2003; Zammuto et al., 2000a). Therefore, I 
hypothesize that organizations with high internal focus, will have practices that are based on 
compliance, reporting, improving economic performance and processes efficiencies.  
Hypothesis 4a: Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Compliance based SB practices 
Hypothesis 4b: Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher 
than average adoption of Preventative SB practices, such as eco-efficiency strategies or waste 
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prevention/reduction. 
Hypothesis 4c: Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Financial & Risk related SB practices 
Hypothesis 4d: Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Monitoring and reporting related SB practices 
 
3.2.1.4. Market 
Market cultures value efficiency, productivity, goal-setting, instructional communication and 
centralized decision-making (Jones et al., 2005; Linnenluecke et al., 2009). This culture type 
has been referred to as the “rational-goal culture” because it emphasizes goals and outcomes 
(Denison & Spreitzer, 1991). Competent performance leading to organizational goal 
achievement, is rewarded (Linnenluecke et al., 2009; Zammuto et al., 2000a). 
Open rational systems models (Scott, 2003) and the system rationalism ideology (Barley & 
Kunda, 1992) focus on the planning, forecasting, controlling, and the ability of the 
organization to match the external environment (Linnenluecke et al., 2009).  Efficiency, 
planning and goal-setting are highly valued by this culture type. Thus, I hypothesize that an 
organization with a high market culture, will adopt practices that are based on resource 
efficiency practices, operational efficiency practices, externally oriented practices and 
stakeholder engagement practices.  
Hypothesis 5a: Organizations with relatively high market profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Product & Process & Resource and operational efficiency practices.  
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Hypothesis 5b: Organizations with relatively high market profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of externally oriented practices. 
 
3.3. Contingency Theory and Organizational Performance 
 
To clarify the interplay between organizational culture and SB practices, we consider how each 
of the four cultural traits (i.e. involvement, consistency, adaptability and mission) interacts with 
the others to influence firm performance.  Contingency theory provides a lens through which 
we can examine the interplay between our three variables of SB practices, organizational 
culture and organizational performance. The contingency model argues that different 
combinations are more effective under certain conditions (Guest & Conway, 2004), and we 
utilize this theory to investigate whether the cultural profile of the firm has any influence on 
successfully implementing SB practices and achieving positive financial performance.  
 
At a basic level, contingency theory proposes that organizations adapt their structure to 
maintain  fit with changing contextual factors, to attain high performance (Sousa & Voss, 
2008). Contingency studies generally involve three types of variables: 
- Contextual (or contingency) situational characteristics exogenous to the organization. 
The ability to control or manipulate these variable is limited, though change is possible 
in the long term with substantial effort.  
- Response variables – organizational actions taken in response to contingency factors 
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- Performance variables – dependent measures that represent specific aspects of 
effectiveness, that allow us to evaluate the fit between contextual and response 
variables (Sousa & Voss, 2008).  
Our research uses the contingency model to understand the effect that SB practices can have 
on organizational performance, considering the contingent variable of organizational culture.  
 
Researchers posit that by having alignment between organizational culture and organizational 
practices, performance on these practices will be enhanced, and in so doing, positively affect 
the financial performance of the organization. Thus, I put forward the final hypothesis, that 
greater alignment in culture and practices, will result in better performance.  
 
Hypothesis 6a: Organizations with alignment between organizational culture and SB practices, will perform 















The last chapter examined the relationship between corporate sustainability and organizational 
culture. I also identified Sustainable Business (SB) practice categories, which are significant in 
understanding business sustainability strategies, at different points of implementation. A 
review of the literature highlighted that SB practices can be ordered hierarchically. For 
example, the practice category of compliance and pollution prevention were considered to be 
basic steps to achieving sustainability, whereas, the practice category of using clean energy or 
helping alleviate poverty in less developed countries was considered more advanced.  
Therefore, at each performance level, we would expect to find different combinations of SB 
practices being implemented. As an organization increases its focus on sustainability issues, it 
will need to employ higher-level SB practices that can accomplish its more ambitious 
sustainability goals.  
 
It is on this premise that I developed Phase One of the research.  In this phase, I will collect 
data on the SB practices adopted by organizations in the sample. I will then use cluster analysis 
to identify bundles or “clusters” of these organizations, based on the SB practices that they 
have adopted. The classification of organizations according to SB practice bundles will form 
the basis for Phase Two of the study.  Then the financial performance of these organizations 
will also be analyzed to identify the most effective SB bundles. 
 
Research suggests that an organization’s culture will have some effect on the adoption of SB 
practices.  Thus, I postulate that organizations will choose SB bundles that fit with their 
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organizational cultures. I expect that a stronger fit between culture and the bundles will result 
in a stronger corporate performance. This will be examined in Phase Two of the study. For 
the purposes of this study, I define businesses and organizations to be profit-making entities.  
I begin this chapter by describing the method for the study. This includes the data collection 
method, the sources, and how the sample will be selected. The final section looks at how the 
data will be analyzed as well as how reliability and validity are addressed.  
 
4.2. The Method 
 
Two possible approaches for collecting data were questionnaires, and analyzing secondary data 
through content analysis. Whilst both methods were suitable, I chose content analysis to be 
the main data-collection instrument. Following are some points in support (or against) the two 
methods. 
 
The greatest advantage of using the survey is that it is more likely than other methods to 
generate a sample large enough for statistical generalization. Also, there is little to no variability 
in the interpretation fixed-point survey data. 
 
The difficulty with surveys is that are time consuming and difficult to administer. In an age of 
survey fatigue, one would expect few responses to a questionnaire collecting data on three 
separate variables. Also, to collect organizational culture information, each organization would 
need at least 5 respondents to ensure appropriate aggregation.  
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Content analysis is a fast-growing technique in quantitative research. It is a quantitative analysis 
of message characteristics (Neuendorf, 2002). This analysis allows researchers to synthesize 
texts with a large number of words into smaller, more manageable categories (Tate, Ellram, & 
Kirchoff, 2010). There is also a greater freedom in the selection of data sources.  
 
One downside to content analysis is that the analysis of the text will reveal what the 
organization wishes to write about, and not necessarily what it is they are actually doing. Whilst 
the use of many data sources may mitigate this issue, it is nevertheless important to consider 
the implications for the results.  
 
The focus of this study is on testing the assumption that bundles of SB practices are adopted 
by businesses, and affect corporate performance. This lends itself to a theory-testing approach. 
Further, to arrive at these SB practice bundles, a large sample of organizations were examined 
to arrive at a meaningful conclusion. Because of resource and time constraints, doing so may 
be impossible using survey research. For the reasons above, I selected content analysis as my 
primary data-collection method.   
 
4.3. Measuring Culture: The Competing Values Framework 
 
I measure organizational culture using the Competing values framework (CVF) (Quinn & 
Rohrbaugh, 1983). The CVF is one of the most frequently used measures of organizational 
culture.  It was empirically derived, has been validated in previous research, and it captures 
most of the dimensions of organizational culture. (Cameron, Quinn, DeGraff, & Thakor, 
2006; Linnenluecke, M. K. & Griffiths, A., 2010). Furthermore, it has been used in studies on 
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organizational culture and corporate sustainability as well as studies on culture change 
(Linnenluecke, M. K. & Griffiths, A., 2010). While no single culture framework is exhaustive 
and captures every relevant aspect, the CVF with its four-factor structure is validated in several 
studies (e.g.Ostroff et al., 2013; Zammuto & Krakower, 1991).  
 
The CVF presents a three-dimensional representation of competing core values. These three 
dimensions are focus (internal capabilities & integration vs. external orientation and 
differentiation), structure (flexibility and discretion vs. stability and control) and means-ends 
(Hartnell, Chad A., Ou, Amy Yi, & Kinicki, Angelo, 2011).  The third dimension, means-ends, 
is the theoretical explanation of the behaviors (means) that arise from values and beliefs, and 
the desired effectiveness criteria that they are tied to (ends)(Hartnell, Chad A. et al., 2011).  
The CVF identifies the four culture types of Clan, Adhocracy, Hierarchy, and Market.  
 
SEE FIGURE 3.1: THE COMPETING VALUES FRAMEWORK.  
 
Table 4.1 below shows the culture elements (artifacts, values and assumptions) associated with 














TABLE 4.1 THE CVF’S FOUR CULTURE TYPES 
Source: (Hartnell, Chad A. et al., 2011) 
 
 
I chose the CVF as the measure for organizational culture because of its wide use in a variety 
of disciplines; its proven association with organizational effectiveness; and its empirically 
tested reliability and content validity (Hartnell, Chad A. et al., 2011). The CVF has one 
disadvantage though; it is predicated on the assumption that the different types of 
organizational culture are competing or contradictory. However, none of the criteria exclude 
the presence of any of the others. This non-exclusivity implies that culture types are likely to 
have varying relationships with the criteria rather than competing or opposite relationships 
(Hartnell, Chad A. et al., 2011). 
 
4.3.1 Limitations of using CSR to measure culture  
 
Corporate Social Responsibility reports are widely accepted means of communicating 
sustainability strategies (Kolk, 2003). These reports are generally directed to investors, NGO’s, 
of effectiveness criteria. In particular, the third dimension eluci-
dates the behaviors that emanate from values and beliefs. These
behaviors are the mechanisms (means) through which culture
types are related with desired effectiveness criteria (ends). Stated
differently, a collective’s values and beliefs are the social norma-
tive expectations that inform members how they ought to behave
(Meglino & Ravlin, 1998; O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991).
Behaviors (e.g., participating, taking risks, being aggressive, ad-
hering to rules) subsequently affect employees’ attitudes and tan-
gible work output. Figure 2 illustrates the basic assumptions,
beliefs, values, and artifacts underlying each cultural type along
with the effectiveness criteria predicted to relate to each type.
Because effectiveness criteria are related, it is important to remem-
ber that culture types are more likely to have varying relationships
with effectiveness criteria as opposed to opposite relationships, as
one would expect if the cultural types were truly dichotomous.
Culture Types Underlying the CVF
The clan culture type is internally oriented and is reinforced by
a flexible organizational structure. Figure 2 shows that the assump-
tion underlying clan cultures is that human affiliation produces
positive affective employee attitudes directed toward the organi-
zation. In other words, “organizations succeed because they hire,
develop, and retain their human resource base” (Cameron et al.,
2006, p. 38). A core belief in clan cultures is that the organization’s
trust in and commitment to employees facilitates open communi-
cation and employee involvement. Consequently, clannish organi-
zations value attachment, affiliation, membership, and support
(Cameron & Quinn, 1999). Behaviors associated with these values
include teamwork, participation, employee involvement, and open
communication. These means are expected to promulgate the
outcomes of employee morale, satisfaction, and commitment
(Cameron & Ettington, 1988).
The adhocracy culture type is externally oriented and is sup-
ported by a flexible organizational structure. A fundamental as-
sumption in adhocracy cultures is that change fosters the creation
or garnering of new resources (see Figure 2). A fundamental belief
in adhocracy cultures is that an idealistic and novel vision induces
members to be creative and take risks. Hence, adhocratic organi-
zations value growth, stimulation, variety, autonomy, and attention
to detail (Quinn & Kimberly, 1984). Behaviors that emanate from
these values include risk taking, creativity, and adaptability. Con-
sequently, these means are predicted to cultivate innovation and
cutting-edge output (Denison & Spreitzer, 1991).
The market culture type is externally oriented and is reinforced
by an organizational structure steeped in control mechanisms.
According to the CVF, an assumption underlying market cultures
is that an achievement focus produces competitiveness and aggres-
siveness, resulting in productivity and shareholder value in the
short and immediate term (Cameron & Quinn, 1999). The primary
belief in market cultures is that clear goals and contingent rewards
motivate employees to aggressively perform and meet stakehold-
ers’ expectations. Therefore, market organizations value commu-
nication, competence, and achievement. Behaviors associated with
these values include planning, task focus, centralized decision
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Figure 1. The competing values framework. Adapted from Figure 3.1
(2006), in Kim S. Cameron, Robert E. Quinn, Jeff DeGraff, and Anjan V.
Thakor, Competing Values Leadership: Creating Value in Organizations,
Edward Elgar Publishing Ltd.: Cheltenham, UK, and Northampton, MA, p.
32. Adapted with permission.
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Type 




People behave appropriately 
when they have trust in, 
loyalty to, and membership 
in the organization. 
Attachment, affiliation, 
collaboration, trust, and 
support 
Teamwork, participation, 





Adhocracy Change People behave appropriately 
when they understand the 
importance and impact of the 
task. 
Growth, stimulation, 
variety,  autonomy, and 
attention to detail 
Risk-taking, creativity, and 
adaptability 
Innovation 
Market Achievement People behave appropriately 
when they have clear 
objectives and are rewarded 





Gathering customer and 
competitor information, 
goal-setting, planning, task 







Hierarchy Stability People behave appropriately 
when they have clear roles 
and procedures are formally 












Figure 2. The competing values framework’s four culture types. Adapted from Table 13-1 (1984), in Robert
E. Quinn and John R. Kimberly, “Paradox, planning, and perseverance: Guidelines for managerial practice,” in
New futures: The challenge of managing corporate transitions (pp. 295–313), edited by J. R. Kimberly and R. E.
Quinn, 1984, Homewood, IL: Dow Jones–Irwin. Copyright 1984 by Dow Jones–Irwin. Adapted with permission
from The McGraw-Hill Companies.
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customers and other stakeholders (Tate et al., 2010). The reports contain information about 
the company’s social and environmentally responsible practices, safety information, 
involvement and commitment to social and environmental issues (Solomon & Lewis, 2002). 
 
One major limitation of utilizing CSR reports in this study, particularly to measure 
organizational culture, is that it may be unclear whether the actions reported are the same as 
the actual actions of the firm. There is some concern in the literature that companies merely 
write to appease stakeholders, and are not forthcoming about any negative or potentially 
harmful information (Solomon & Lewis, 2002). Some other researchers have found the CSR 
to be a good depiction of the organization’s actions (Montabon, Sroufe, & Narasimhan, 2007).  
 
4.4. The Sample 
 
4.4.1. Data Sources 
 
The primary document for analysis was the Corporate Sustainability Report (CSR). We chose 
to select companies from the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) database. GRI has over 8,000 
organizations around the globe using their reporting standard. Their database consists of over 
20,000 GRI reports across 38 sectors, making it a representative sample. Also, the 
standardization of the reports makes the GRI database suitable for our analysis.  
 
The reports submitted to the GRI database include: GRI reports, CSR reports, Annual 
Reports and Integrated reports.  These reports contained data on two of the three variables: 
the sustainable business practices and organizational culture. In the case of financial 
performance, we calculated the Return on Equity (ROE) and Return on Assets (ROA) with 
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Net Income, Total Assets and Shareholders Equity, acquired from COMPUSTAT and CRSP 
databases. We collected over 1000 reports for 200 randomly-selected organizations over a 7-
year period – 2009 to 2015, though not all organizations have reports for this entire period. 
 
Following is the list of data sources by variable: 
1. Organizational culture – GRI report (including GRI reports/CSR reports/Annual 
Reports/Integrated reports) 
2. Sustainable business practices – GRI report (including GRI reports/CSR 
reports/Annual Reports/Integrated reports) 
3. Corporate financial performance – COMPUSTAT & CRSP Financial Databases 
 
The following filters were applied to GRI’s extensive list: 
1. Size – Our study excluded SME’s. GRI started a reporting initiative for SME’s in 2014, 
so very few SME’s had reported previously. The remaining sizes were Large and Multi-
National-Enterprises (MNE’s). Large enterprises are characterized by GRI to be more 
than or equal to 250 employees; Or more than EU$50 million turnover; Or Balance 
sheet total EU$43 million. This is the same for MNE’s but they also need to be Multi-
national as well.  This classification is based on the EU definition of size.  
 
2. Sector – We concentrated on production/manufacturing businesses because of the 
nature of the sustainable business practices that we were interested in.  
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3. Reporting frequency – Selected businesses reporting more than once within the 2009-
2015 time period. We use number of reports as a control variable in the analysis, to 
ensure that the frequency of reporting does not sway the results.  
 
4. Type of report - The GRI database contains non-GRI and GRI-referenced reports. 
These reports make mention of the GRI standard, but may or may not include 
sustainability information. Therefore, these will be excluded from the sample. Only 
GRI reports/CSR reports/Annual Reports/Integrated reports were included. 
 
5. Language – limitations exist with regards to language and translation. Therefore, only 
reports in English were used. Some of these include translated documents.  
 
We chose to control the size, industry and country, because each of them influences 
organizational culture and SB practices adopted. Number of employees and revenue is used 
as the measure for size. The size of a business can have some effect on the culture of the 
organization; this is particularly true for the dimension of flexibility; larger, multi-national 
businesses might be less flexible due to their size. Size may also influence the SB practices a 
business adopts, and larger revenue streams can lead to more investment in sustainability 
strategies. The industry within which the business operates is also a major influence on the SB 
practices it adopts. Certain industries are subjected to more environmental regulations than 
others, and also to greater scrutiny from customers (for example the oil industry). The country 
of operation also has an influence on the organizational culture of the business and the SB 
practices it adopts. Different countries will have more or fewer environmental and social 
regulations and customers will also have varying sustainability needs. For example, Europe has 
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tighter regulations on food additives than the US does.  
The resulting sample included: Large for-profit enterprises including Multi-national 
companies; Only production/Manufacturing firms; Only business with GRI-referenced 
reports; and Only reports written in English. The sectors included were: Agriculture; 
Automotive; Chemicals; Computers; Construction & Construction Materials; Consumer 
Durables; Energy; Equipment; Food & Beverage Products; Forest & paper products; 
Healthcare Products; Household & Personal products; Metal Products; Mining; Railroad; 
Technology Hardware; Textiles & Apparel; Tobacco; Toys. 
 
4.5. Collecting and Organizing the Data 
 
Once all these filters were applied, 200 companies were randomly selected from the remaining 
list of companies. The GRI reports (pdf’s) for each business were downloaded from the GRI 
website and company websites. The following pages were removed from the pdf – cover page, 
Table of Contents, About this report, Pages with only numeric tables, Pages with only photos, 
GRI Index, Contact page, Auditors Assurance, Third party statements, Feedback forms, 
Organizational charts, SGS certificates, Forward looking statements, Biographies, Title pages. 
The document was then converted into a .txt file using Adobe Acrobat. Some reports were 
not convertible and therefore some loss of documents occurred. The text document was then 
examined for any issues e.g. words stuck together, spelling, codes etc. and corrected. The text 






4.6.1 Computerized Text Analysis 
 
Computerized text analysis is performed using Centering Resonance Analysis (CRA) (Corman, 
Kuhn, McPhee, & Dooley, 2002; McPhee, Corman, & Dooley, 2002), a manifest content 
analysis method which represents text as a network (Carley & Kaufer, 1993; Danowski, 1993).  
CRA draws on centering theory (Grosz, Weinstein, & Joshi, 1995) that states that competent 
authors or speakers generate utterances that are locally coherent by focusing their statements 
on conversational centers.  It uses natural language processing to identify centers (noun 
phrases) in text, and links the component words (tokens) into a network.  CRA has been 
demonstrated to have convergent, divergent, and face validity (Corman et al., 2002), and has 
been shown to capture the manner in which a collective of individuals frames their 
interpretation of a text (Kuhn & Corman, 2003).  CRA uses betweeness-centrality (Freeman, 
1979) as a measure of a word’s influence.  Thus, influence is related to the extent to which a 
word figures in chains of relationships between other words.  Using this operational definition, 
the influence of a word is related to its ability to span conceptual boundaries; it also means 
that the most influential words represent the structural center of the network.  Resonance, a 
measure of similarity between two CRA networks (Corman et al., 2002) can also be computed 
for a set of texts, and is calculated as the cosine-similarity between two texts, as weighted by 
word influence values. 
 
The use of Crawdad to perform CRA has been validated in a variety of scholarly and applied 
research. Several journals, such as the Journal of Business Ethics, the Strategic Management 
Journal, the Journal of Supply Chain Management and other leading communication journals, 
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have published work that uses Crawdad to perform CRA (Tate et al., 2010). 
4.6.2 Developing SB practice codes 
 
1021 txt files were analyzed in Crawdad, and 43 589 words returned. Words appearing less 
than 10 times in the word list were removed, as were words with an influence value lower than 
0.1. The result was 462 unique words over 837 reports.  
 
We also align these with SB practice codes that have already been determined by other 
researchers. One such set of codes was developed by Tate et al. (2010). These codes can be 
viewed in Table 4.3 below.  
 
TABLE 4.2 SB PRACTICE CODES 
Source: (Tate et al., 2010) 
 
 
The words were then examined for relevance to sustainable business practices. Through 3 
cycles of elimination, the word list was whittled down to 216 words. Two coders then sorted 
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these words into 16 themes. Some words were removed during the coding process because of 
ambiguity or irrelevance. At the end of the coding process 178 codes remained, an average of 
11 codes per theme. The inter-rater reliability (percentage of agreements between two authors 
coding the same transcript) was 85%. See Table 4.4 below. 
 
TABLE 4.4 FINAL SB PRACTICE CODES 
 
 
4.6.3. Organizational Culture Codes 
 
Codes: Rather than developing entirely new codes for Organizational culture, we use codes 
already developed by other Content Analysis researchers. As Organizational culture is a mature 
concept, many methods of analysis have been used in its study. Dueholm Müller and Axel 
Nielsen (2013) recently developed codes for Organizational culture content analysis, derived 
from the Competing Values Framework (CVF). We utilize their codes in this research, and 






TABLE 4.5 ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE CODES 




The researchers conducted a similar process to our Sustainable Business practices codes. Their 
searched through reports and other documents for words and phrases associated with the four 
organizational culture types. Through rounds of discussion they reduced the list to the above 
codes, and achieved an 80% inter-rater reliability (Dueholm Müller & Axel Nielsen, 2013).  
 
See TABLE 4.5 ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE CODES 
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4.7. Content Analysis 
 
Once the codes were finalized, we then used the Crawdad word lists to search for our practice 
codes.  The search returned the influence of the word use in each report. The sum of influences 
was taken for multiple occurrences of the word in the same reporting year, per practice theme. 
Once these words by year/company were compiled, we then summed up all the words within 
a particular practice theme. Next, we averaged over the years so that we had one influence 
score per company per practice theme.  
 
The result was 180 companies with influence scores over the 16 practice themes. We then 
included the number of reports obtained per company, and then filtered out any organization 
with less than 3 reports. The effect of the differences in reporting frequency was diminished 
when averaging, but having 2 reports verses another business with 7 reports may have 
significantly affected our results. We also included the number of reports as a control variable 
in the analysis, to ensure that there is no relationship between reporting frequency and 
influence scores. 159 companies were left after this filter was applied.  
 
4.7.1 Financial performance 
 
 The dependent variable, financial performance, is acquired from COMPUSTAT and CSRP 
databases. We use the indicators of Return on Equity (ROE) and Return on Assets (ROA) to 
determine financial performance.  
ROA is a widely used financial indicator of profitability. It demonstrates how profitable a 
company is relative to its total assets, and gives some indication how efficiently management 
id using its assets to generate earnings. The formula for ROA is Net Income / Total Assets.  
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ROE is also a widely used financial indicator of profitability. It indicates how much profit a 
company has generated with its shareholder’s investments. The formula for ROE is Net 
Income / Total Shareholder’s Equity. 
 
The indicators ROA and ROE are usually looked at together to give a better indication of a 
company’s profitability. There is no recommended ROA or ROE for companies; usually an 
organization’s indicators are compared to other companies within its industry. 
4.8 Statistical Analysis 
 
We used Ward’s method of hierarchical cluster analysis (Ward, 1963) to analyze the practice 
data collected. Both the Euclidean distance and Pearson correlation were used to identify 
clusters within the data. “Cluster analysis is a multivariate analysis technique aimed at 
organizing information by categorizing objects on the basis of some measure of similarity to 
form relatively homogeneous groups, or clusters” (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984 as cited in 
; Toh & Morgeson, 2008 p.867). Clustering is a relatively efficient method of classifying large 
amounts of information and compared to other methods, it produces results that are more 
interpretable (Toh & Morgeson, 2008). Cluster analysis has been used in studies categorizing 
organizations by the practices they adopt (Toh & Morgeson, 2008).   
For the second phase of the study, we performed cluster analysis similar to the practices, on 
our culture data. The culture data was organized in the same way as the practice data – with 
one influence value per organization for the 4 culture categories. One difference was that we 
normalized the culture data, by using the percentage of total influence, for each culture 
category. We did this because there were differences in the types of report, the number of 
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pages of each report, and the original language of the report. By normalizing the influence 
scores, we gave each organization an equal footing on which they could be compared. We 
used hierarchical clustering methods to first visually examine the dendrogram for the ideal 
clustering solutions. We then used K-means clustering techniques after selecting the optimal 
cluster solution. We removed 2 outliers that severely skewed the clustering.  
In the final part of our analysis, we used ANOVA to identify practice clusters which were 
most successful, using the financial indicators of ROA and ROE. Financial data for only 59 
or the organizations were available. The companies with financial data were representative of 
the larger sample, and were scattered across the 8 practice clusters. 
4.9 Control Variables 
 
We chose to control the size, industry and country, because each of them influences 
organizational culture and SB practices adopted. The size of a business can have some effect 
on the culture of the organization; this is particularly true for the dimension of flexibility; 
larger, multi-national businesses might be less flexible due to their size. Size may also influence 
the SB practices a business adopts, and larger revenue streams can lead to more investment in 
sustainability strategies. The industry within which the business operates is also a major 
influence on the SB practices it adopts. Certain industries are subjected to more environmental 
regulations than others, and also to greater scrutiny from customers (for example the oil 
industry). The country of operation also has an influence on the organizational culture of the 
business and the SB practices it adopts. Different countries will have more or fewer 
environmental and social regulations and customers will also have varying sustainability needs. 






Businesses are in a place of incredible power when regarded for their ability to change and/or 
influence production, material use and even that of consumption patterns. However, their 
attempts at adopting and implementing Sustainable Business (SB) practices have been said to 
be nothing more that superficial pursuits meant to reap competitive advantages from behaving 
responsibly. This behavior may be partially due to the lack of guidance or understanding of 
what a sustainable organization should look like.  This study is meant to extend the business 
and sustainability research by presenting the current sustainability strategies through the SB 
practices adopted.  Contingency theory is utilized to explore whether particular organizational 
cultures are related to these sustainability strategies; and whether this relationship has 
implications on financial performance.  
A review of the literature found a hierarchical clustering of organizations and SB practices 
from a compliance level to a sustainable level. There was also some agreement that 
organizational context does influence the practices that an organization adopts, and how 
successful they are in implementing such a practice. Successfully implementing a SB practice 
was also found to be positively associated with financial performance.  
Over 1000 Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) reports were retrieved from the Global 
Reporting Index (GRI) database, for approximately 200 companies, situated globally. Content 
analysis was used to extract information on two of the three variables – SB practices and 
organizational culture. The financial databases of COMPUSTAT and CRSP were used to find 
financial information.  
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It is important to keep in mind that the results of this study presents what business’ talk about 
with regards to sustainability, rather than what they actually do.  
 
This chapter provides a summary of the findings. I begin by reiterating the research questions 
and then review the tests that were performed and the results of those. In the discussion 
section, I consider those results and the implications it may have for this research. 
Following are the research questions of this study:  
1. What clusters or bundles of SB practices are currently used by businesses?   
2. Which sustainable business(SB) practice bundles are associated with certain 
organizational cultural profiles? 
3. If organizational culture and sustainable business practices are aligned, will this result 
in higher financial performance? 
 
I will now review the tests performed to answer the above research questions.  
5.2. RQ1. What clusters or bundles of SB practices are currently used by businesses? 
 
 
Hypothesis 1a: Organizations will belong to a cluster within which the SB practices 
adopted are similar to other companies inside the cluster versus outside the cluster.   
 
18 categories of SB practice codes (178 codes) were developed to analyze the CSR text.  Using 
center resonance analysis, details on the codes used, their influence and frequencies were 
extracted. To understand the what sets of clusters were adopted by the sample organizations, 
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I used Ward’s method of hierarchical cluster analysis. Both the Euclidean distance and Pearson 
correlation were used to identify clusters within the data. By viewing the resulting dendrograms 
from the cluster analysis (see Fig 5.1), it was noted that there were a range of possible clusters, 
with the optimal cluster lying somewhere in the 5-cluster to 12-cluster solutions. I examined 
the cluster membership numbers of each of these groups, and noticed several smaller clusters 
emerging after the 9-cluster solution. It was also noticed that between the 7th and 8th cluster 
there was a change in the configuration of the cluster membership, which did not change again 
after the 8-cluster solution. Therefore, I decided to use the 8-cluster solution (see Table 5.1). 




TABLE 5.1 COMPARING CLUSTER SOLUTIONS 
 
To determine whether there was a significant enough difference between the clusters, I 
performed independent t-tests on each pair of clusters (see appendix D: Table 5.1).  The result 
helped to identify clusters which were particularly strong or weak (relatively) in certain practice 
themes. I then included the control variables of sector, region, organization type, size, type of 
report, and number of reports (see appendix E: TABLE 5.4). I used tables, calculating the chi 
squared value of the presence/absence of a control in a particular practice cluster (see 
appendix F: TABLE 5.5). The result allowed me to further distinguish the practice clusters, 
and provide greater description in order to name them. 
Using this output, it was then possible to name the resulting clusters. The description included 
the SB practices that were scored low/high; any significant region, sector or other control 
variable which was influential or significant to the results. Following is the description of the 
resulting clusters. Each of the 8 practice clusters were named using previously researched 




FIGURE 5.2 PRACTICE CLUSTER DESCRIPTIONS 
Cluster 1 - Compliant 
Description: High in none. Lowest in most practices. Average practices: Ethics, Product& 
Process, Developing World & External/Customer Oriented. 
Primary sectors: Mining, Automotive, Aviation 
 
Cluster 2 - Preventative 
Description: High in Product & Process. Low in Supply chain; Finance & Risk; Health & 
Safety. Average in most practices. 
Primary sectors: Automotive, Chemicals, Equipment, Paper 
 
Cluster 3 - Receptive 
Description: High in Energy/Waste/Materials & Monitoring & Reporting. Low in Health 




Cluster 4 - Responsive 
Description: High in Internal Business Strategies & Health & Safety. Average in most. Low 
in none 
Primary region: Latin America & the Caribbean 
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Cluster 5 - Beginner  
Description: High in Developing world, and very high in Finance & Risk &H&S. Low in 
most other practices. Average in Product & Process, Internal Business Strategies, Ethics 
and External Orientation 
Report type: Mostly Annual/Integrated reports submitted. High Annual reports may be 
reason for high Finance & Risk 
Primary sectors: Food & Beverage, Metals.  
Primary region: Africa – explains high in Developing World.  
 
Cluster 6 - Proactive  
Description: High in Internal Business Strategies & Monitoring & Reporting. Average in 
most. Low in none  
Primary sectors: Mining, Healthcare. Primary region: N America 
 
Cluster 7 - Integrative 
 Description: High in Product & Process, Internal Business Strategy, Monitoring & 
Reporting & Health & Safety. Average in most. Low in none. 
Org type: Mostly made up of Multi-National Enterprises.  
Primary sectors: Chemicals, Food & Beverage 
Cluster 8 – Adaptive 
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From the t-test results (see appendix D: TABLE 5.2) significant differences were found 
between the clusters, and also found that the clusters were hierarchical in nature – with the 
lowest level scoring the least on average in SB practices. Therefore, Hypothesis 1a was found 
to be valid.  
 
The resulting eight clusters are described below: 
 
Practice Cluster 1 ‘Compliant’: This cluster scored the lowest in many SB practices, and was 
average in Ethics, Product& Process, Developing World & External/Customer Orientation. 
The primary sectors were found to be Mining, Automotive and Aviation.  It appears that the 
primary sectors of this cluster are predominantly found in developing countries, and this may 
explain the average score in Developing World practices. The Product & Process SB category 
is concerned with the design of product and process to reduce waste, increase efficiency and 
enhance end of life and use phases. The Ethics category focuses on elements of human rights 
treatment of minorities and vulnerable populations. 
 
The organizations in this cluster seem to be speaking mostly about developing their 
sustainability strategy through improving efficiencies to reduce costs, even though minimally. 
They also wrote on certain compliance-based practices. Because of their locations, they may 
Description: High in Supply Chain, Developing world, & Monitoring & Reporting. Low in 
Research & Development & Health & Safety. Average in most.  
Primary region:  Asia  
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need to remind their customers and stakeholders of their responsible actions with regards to 
the ethical treatment of employees and the wider public, particularly those in the developing 
world.  
 
Researchers have described such an organization as ‘Compliant’ (Dias-Sardinha & Reijnders, 
2001) and ‘Reactive’ (Sharma, S. & Vredenburg, H. , 1998) among others. These organizations 
focus on compliance and general codes of conduct and have started to realize the cost-
effectiveness of certain sustainability practices, but have implemented very few successful SB 
practices.  
 
I chose to call this cluster of organizations ‘Compliant’ because they have focused on 
mentioning only the bare minimum needed to meet regulations and expectations, and also talk 
about a few practices that can cut internal costs.  
 
Practice Cluster 2 ‘Preventative’: This group of organizations perform better than other 
clusters in the category of Product & Process SB practices. They are average in most other 
practices, but score low in the categories of Supply Chain, Finance & Risk and Health & Safety. 
As with cluster 1, this organization emphasizes product and process efficiency and minimal 
wastes in its reports. On the flip side, these organizations do not talk much about raw materials 
and sourcing issues, growth and investments or the prevention of accidents. These 
organizations are mostly found in the Automotive, Chemicals, Equipment and Paper sectors.  
This cluster of organizations performs really well when focusing on their Product and process, 
but fail to showcase very important sustainability elements, such as supply-chain management 
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and sustainable sources. It was rather surprising to see the result of Health & Safety and 
Finance and Risk, but this may be an outcome of the type of report. In a CSR document, a 
company may not mention much of their internal Health & Safety protocol, or mention 
information that is included in their annual report.  
The Business and Sustainability literature refers to businesses who take some small action on 
sustainability issues, mainly through resource efficiencies and waste minimization as 
‘Defensive’ (Barley & Kunda, 1992; Carroll, A., 1979; Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; Russell, S. 
V. & McIntosh, M., 2011); ‘Pollution Prevention’ (Dias-Sardinha & Reijnders, 2001; Hart, 
Stuart L. , 1995) and ‘Firefighter’ (Hunt & Auster, 1990). 
 
I call this cluster Preventative, based on their focus on preventative measures of reducing 
resource use and minimizing wastes.  
 
Practice Cluster 3 ‘Receptive’: This third cluster of organizations performs higher than 
other clusters in the Energy/Waste/Materials (EWM) SB practice category as well as in 
Monitoring and Reporting. They perform poorly in Health & Safety relative to other clusters.  
The EWM category is concerned with reducing consumption of Energy/Water/Materials 
within the operational and manufacturing segments of the organization. The 
Monitoring/Reporting category focuses on Public reporting and continuous monitoring of 
indicators. This set of companies talks about incorporating sustainability practices throughout 
their operations, with regards to resource efficiencies and waste minimization. They also speak 
a lot about measuring and reporting their sustainability goals. The low score on Health and 
Safety may again be a result of the nature of the reports.  
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This set of organizations has been referred to as ‘Accommodative’ (Carroll, A., 1979; 
Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; Russell, S. V. & McIntosh, M., 2011), ‘Efficiency Experts’. They 
focus on eco-efficiency of production processes through more effective use of process inputs, 
natural resources and energy. 
 
I call this cluster ‘Receptive’ because of their apparent emphasis on monitoring, and tracking, 
as well as being transparent. These qualities suggest an environment of learning and 
improvement, hence the name receptive.  
 
Practice Cluster 4 ‘Responsive’: This cluster of organizations performs highly on Internal 
Business Strategies for sustainability. They perform on par with the majority of the 
organizations in the sample, for the other practice categories.  This makes them the most 
‘balanced’ set of organizations. This cluster is found mostly in the Latin American and 
Caribbean region. Internal business strategies signal the involvement of leadership in 
implementing sustainability strategies. Internal strategies start to promote and develop culture 
for sustainability. 
 
The literature has referred to this kind of organization as Managerial (Zadek, 2004); Pragmatist 
(Hunt & Auster, 1990); Commercial & environmental excellence (Roome, 1992a); Strategic 
(Zadek, 2004); Strategic proactivity (Dunphy, Griffiths, & Benn, 2007). 
 
I named this cluster ‘Responsive’ since it is focused on strategic, long-term improvements that 
can really start to effectively implement sustainability strategies.  
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Practice Cluster 5 ‘Beginner’: This fifth cluster of organizations scores highly in the SB 
practice categories of Developing World, Finance and Risk, and Health and Safety. They score 
low on most of the other practices, with the exception of Product & Process, Internal Business 
Strategies, Ethics and External Orientation, where they have an average score. Most of the 
reports in this cluster were annual or integrated reports, and this may explain the high score 
in Finance and Risk. The primary sectors were Food and Beverage and Metals, which explains 
the high Health and Safety score; and the primary region is Africa – which explains the high 
score in Developing world practices.  
With the high scores explained, these companies have regarded some sustainability strategies 
as important, including the involvement of leadership in strategy development. In addition to 
certain resource efficiencies and waste minimization, the cluster focuses on some compliance 
based practices including ethical codes, and their public or outwardly facing strategies. The 
very average performance in these compliance and efficiency scores suggest a system that is 
just starting to look beyond compliance based strategies.  
Research has considered these to be ‘Compliance plus & quality assurance’ (Roome,1992); 
‘Concerned citizen’ (Hunt & Auster, 1990).  I call this cluster ‘Beginner’ because they are 
moving up from the compliance phase.  
 
Practice Cluster 6 ‘Proactive’ – This cluster performs highly in Internal Business Strategies 
and Monitoring and Reporting. All other SB practice categories are average, with none being 
low. The Primary sectors are Mining and Healthcare. The primary region is North America.  
Like cluster 4 (Responsive), this cluster of organizations has begun to implement long-lasting 
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and strategic changes towards sustainability, as noticed by their performance in Internal 
Business Strategies. They are also strong in monitoring, tracking and reporting their progress.  
Researchers have termed this cluster of organizations to be ‘Proactive’ (Carroll, A., 1979; 
Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; Russell, S. V. & McIntosh, M., 2011) describing them as having 
a consistent pattern across a range of sustainability issues. I use the term ‘Proactive’ to name 
this group of organizations.  
 
Practice Cluster 7 ‘Integrative’: The seventh cluster performs highly on Internal Business 
strategy and Monitoring and reporting, similarly to cluster 6 (Proactive). However, this cluster 
also performs highly in Product and Process as well as Health and Safety. It performs on par 
with the other clusters in all other SB practice categories. This cluster is made up of mostly 
Multi-National Enterprises (MNE’s), and the primary sectors are Chemicals and Food and 
Beverages. The primary sectors provide some explanation for the high Health and Safety 
performance.  
The high Internal Business strategies and Monitoring and reporting signal that the business 
has moved towards an organizational adoption of a sustainability strategy that is being 
monitored and reported. This cluster of organizations has also focused on improving 
efficiencies and reducing wastes in their products and manufacturing processes. There is a 
sense that this cluster of organizations is focused on improving internal strategies whilst still 
maintaining a good enough performance on external, environmental and societal strategies.  
The literature has described this cluster as being the Proactivist (Hunt & Auster, 1990); 
Leading edge (Roome, 1992a); Leading edge (Roome, 1992a). I call this cluster Integrative, as 
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they are successfully managing to internally drive a culture change for sustainability, that has 
apparent effects on the other non-internal sustainability strategies.  
Practice Cluster 8 ‘Adaptive’: This final cluster performs highly on Supply Chain, 
Developing World and Monitoring and Reporting SB practice categories. It performs lower 
than other clusters in the Research and Development and Health and Safety categories. The 
other categories have average performance. The primary region this cluster is found in is Asia. 
In fact, all of the companies within this cluster are located in Asia. The primary location may 
explain the high performance in Developing world practices.  
This cluster is the highest performing in Supply chain practices. Supply chain practices are 
concerned with Raw materials, suppliers, and sourcing issues. These companies are all in Asia 
and are probably part of complex supply chains hence their need to ensure their commitment 
to sustainable supply chains. This may also explain the high performance in Monitoring and 
Reporting, since sustainable supply chains regard transparency highly.  Low performance in 
Research and Development might be signaling that most of the design and research comes 
from North America and Europe, with mostly the manufacturing elements being centered in 
Asia. The low Health and Safety score may again be due to the type of report.  
 
This cluster demonstrates some ability to be flexible and adapt to the demands of the complex 
supply chains that they may be part of. Even without a high focus on Research, all the other 
practices are scored ‘well-enough’ and show that there must be continuous improvement and 
adaptation. The environmental/social regulations in Asia are also much lower than those of 
the U.S. and E.U., and for these companies to perform on par and above the other clusters, 
really highlight their ability to go above the minimum required standards. The literature refers 
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to this cluster of organizations as ‘Strategic’ (Zadek, 2004); Strategic proactivity (Dunphy et 
al., 2007); and Product Stewardship (Hart, Stuart L. , 1995) I call this cluster ‘Adaptive’ because 
of its ability to transform based on market demands.  
 
Hypothesis 1a stated that: Organizations will belong to a cluster within which the SB practices 
adopted are similar to other companies inside the cluster versus outside the cluster.  The above 
resulting clusters all displayed significant differences from each other (see appendix D, table 
5.2) and demonstrated a hierarchical clustering of the sample organizations, based on their 
adopted SB practices. This is somewhat similar to the theoretical ordering found in the 
business and sustainability literature, with a movement from compliance-based strategies to 
more strategic, diverse sustainability strategies. One thing to note is that this sample did not 
provide the ‘Sustainable’ (Dias-Sardinha & Reijnders, 2001; Russell, S. V. & McIntosh, M., 
2011) or ‘Visionary’ (Gallagher, nd) cluster of organizations. Such an organization would have 
demonstrated a higher than average performance in environmental, social, internal and 
external strategies – with sustainability principles embedded across the organization (Carroll, 
A., 1979; Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; Russell, S. V. & McIntosh, M., 2011). Very few 
organizations in the world may exhibit these properties, and may need be to identified through 
in depth case studies.  
 
5.3. RQ2 - Which sustainable business(SB) practice bundles are associated with 
certain organizational cultural profiles? 
 
Hypothesis 2a. Organizations with relatively high clan profiles will have high a higher than average adoption 
of Employee related SB practices 
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Hypothesis 2b. Organizations with relatively high clan profiles will have high a higher than average adoption 
of Ethical SB practices 
Hypothesis 3a: Organizations with relatively high adhocracy profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Externally oriented SB practices 
Hypothesis 3b: Organizations with relatively high adhocracy profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of research and innovation SB practices  
Hypothesis 3c: Organizations with relatively high adhocracy profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Supply chain management SB practices 
Hypothesis 4a: Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Compliance based SB practices 
Hypothesis 4b: Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher 
than average adoption of Preventative SB practices, such as eco-efficiency strategies or waste 
prevention/reduction. 
Hypothesis 4c: Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Financial & Risk related SB practices 
Hypothesis 4d: Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Monitoring and reporting related SB practices 
Hypothesis 5a: Organizations with relatively high market profiles will have high a higher than average 
adoption of Product & Process & Resource and operational efficiency practices.  
Hypothesis 5b: Organizations with relatively high market profiles will have high a higher than average 
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adoption of externally oriented practices. 
5.3.1 Organizational Culture 
 
To answer this question first required the understanding of the cultural profiles that exist 
within the sample. As mentioned previously, I used the Competing Values Framework (CVF) 
to distinguish the cultural profiles. I used previously published codes to conduct the text 
analysis for this portion of the research (Dueholm Müller & Axel Nielsen, 2013). The CSR 
reports were analyzed for the 250 culture codes, across the 4 culture types. I performed cluster 
analysis similar to the process with the SB practices, on the culture data. The culture data was 
organized in the same way as the practice data – with one influence value per organization for 
the 4 culture categories. One difference was that the culture data was normalized using the 
percentage of total influence, for each culture category. This was done because there were 
differences in the types of report, the number of pages of each report, and the original language 
of the report. By normalizing the influence scores, each organization was given an equal 
footing on which they could be compared. I used hierarchical clustering methods to first 
visually examine the dendrogram for the ideal clustering solutions. it was noted that there were 
a range of possible clusters, with the optimal cluster lying somewhere in the 4-cluster to 7-
cluster solutions. K-means clustering techniques were then used for 4, 5, 6, & 7 cluster 
solutions, and after examining the cluster membership profiles, it was concluded that the 5-
cluster solution was optimal. 2 outliers were removed that severely skewed the clustering.  
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FIGURE 5.3 CLUSTERING OF CULTURE TYPES DENDROGRAM 
 
A series of independent T-tests were performed to determine if there was a significant 
difference between the 5 culture clusters (see appendix G: TABLE 5.6). This was used to help 
determine how the clusters differentiated from each other, using the CVF culture types.  

























Culture cluster 1: This cluster demonstrated very high ‘Market’ affiliation. It was significantly 
higher in the market type amongst the 5 clusters. 
 
 























Culture cluster 2:  Amongst the 5 clusters, this cluster was significantly higher along the 
internal dimension – Hierarchy and Clan. Within this cluster, t-tests showed the stability 
dimension was significant – Market and Hierarchy. The ANOVA analyses showed this cluster 
differentiating from the others on the hierarchy type. Based on these analyses, this cluster was 
considered to be the ‘Stable’ cluster.  
 




















Culture cluster 3: Amongst the 5 clusters, this cluster was significantly higher along the 
external dimension – Adhocracy and Market. This was the same result within the cluster. The 
ANOVA analysis found this cluster was not significantly higher than the other clusters is any 
one culture type, but it did score highly on the Adhocracy and Markets cultures. Based on 
these analyses, this cluster is referred to as the ‘Externally oriented’ cluster. 
 





















Culture Cluster 4: This fourth cluster scored significantly high on Clan, Adhocracy and 
Hierarchy culture types. Within the cluster, the most significant cultures were Clan and Market. 
The ANOVA showed the cluster distinguishing with other clusters on the Clan culture type. 
Because this cluster somehow distinguishes itself it every culture type, I refer to this cluster as 
the ‘Balanced’ cluster. 
 





















Culture Cluster 5: The final cluster showed significantly high values for Hierarchy, Adhocracy 
and Clan types as compared to the other clusters. Within the cluster, the Adhocracy and 
Hierarchy culture types were most significant. Using ANOVA, the Adhocracy culture type 
was most significant. Based on these analyses, I refer to this cluster as ‘Flexible with some 
Stability’. 
 
FIGURE 5.8 FLEXIBLE WITH SOME STABILITY CLUSTER PROFILE 
 
 
5.3.2 Culture and Practice Clusters 
 
The various culture profiles were then tested alongside the SB practice clusters, to determine 
whether there were any associations between them. A crosstabs comparison was done using 
chi squared values to recognize any culture clusters that were dominant in the practice clusters. 














TABLE 5.8 CROSSTABS – PRACTICE & CULTURE CLUSTERS 
 
Some Practice and Culture clusters appear to be significantly related, with some connections 
stronger than others. SB Practice Clusters 5 & 6 had the weakest relationships to the 









TABLE 5.9 SB PRACTICES & CULTURE CLUSTER ASSOCIATIONS 
SB Practice Cluster Culture Cluster 
PC1: Minimalist none 
PC2: Preventative CU1: Market 
PC2: Preventative CU2: Stable 
PC3: Receptive none 
PC4: Responsive CU1: Market 
PC4: Responsive CC4: Balanced 
PC5: Beginner CU3: Externally oriented 
PC6: Proactive CU5: Flexible with some Stability 
PC7: Integrative none 
PC8: Adaptive CU5: Flexible with some Stability 
 
First off, there are some SB practice clusters that were not paired off. These were the 
Compliant, the Receptive, and the Integrative. The Compliant cluster is one of the lower 
performing clusters, doing the bare minimum to be compliant and to cut costs. The Receptive 
falls somewhere in the middle, focusing on internal eco-efficiencies and monitoring and 
reporting. The Integrative is one of the highest performing clusters, with a strong Internal 
business strategy and several other all-rounded high performing practices.  These clusters all 
have similar performing clusters (low, mid and high), and this may be the reason why they 
were not paired off with any culture clusters.  
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Preventative with Market and Stability: To recall, the Preventative cluster performed well 
in Product and Process sustainability strategies, but poorly in the Supply chain, Finance & Risk 
and Health & Safety. As was mentioned previously, the low scores in Finance & Risk and 
Health & Safety may just be a result of the nature of the reports. CSR reports generally do not 
contain much financial data, and Health and Safety might be more of a ‘personal’ internal 
issue, rather than a topic mentioned in the CSR. Bureaucratic cultures value efficiency, process 
control, and goal achievement and this is exactly what this cluster of organizations performs 
well on. The Preventative cluster is found mostly in the Automotive, Chemicals, Equipment 
and Paper sectors. These are all fairly large, highly automated, precision-based industries, and 
it makes sense that we would see more Stable or Bureaucratic cultures in this cluster. The 
Market culture is expected to be dominant in most cultures, just because the CSR report is by 
its nature, an externally focused, market based report. Therefore, one would expect a lot of 
the language would demonstrate a market culture.  
 
Responsive with Market and Balanced: The Responsive cluster is the ‘balanced’ cluster and 
also does well on Internal Business Strategies. They have an overall good sustainability strategy 
that focuses on many aspects, and perform well-enough on all. It makes perfect sense that this 
set of organizations, also have the most ‘balanced’ culture as well. They seem to understand 
the importance of elements of culture, as well as sustainability strategies, and move to adopt 
elements of all. As mentioned previously, the market culture is expected to show highly for all 
organizations in the sample, because of the CSR report. However, the Responsive cluster does 
seem to allow for learning, and obtaining feedback from customers and other stakeholders 
may be an important part of their strategy – which is a characteristic of a market culture.  
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Beginner with Externally Oriented: The Beginner cluster performs well on Developing 
World, Finance and Risk, and Health and Safety SB practices, and some of these could be 
explained by external factor such as the type of report, and the sector. Within the cluster the 
next high set of practices were Product & Process, Internal Business Strategies, Ethics and 
External Orientation. The externally oriented dimension values innovation, profitability and 
customer focus. These values are all predominant in the SB practices focused on in the 
Beginner cluster. The Product & Process and Internal Business Strategies are both internally 
focused innovation based strategies. These are directed at finding ways to reduce material and 
energy use, while at the same time reducing wastes. This is also tied with the value of 
profitability for this culture type. The concentration on Finance and Risk may be due to the 
report type but it can also be based on this culture type’s focus on profitability and market 
share. The Beginner cluster also focuses on customers and external stakeholders which is also 
a value of Externally Oriented cultures.  
 
Proactive with Flexible with some stability: This was one of the weaker pairs. The 
Proactive cluster implements long-lasting and strategic changes towards sustainability, and also 
very effectively monitors, tracks and reports their progress. They also perform well in all other 
SB practice categories. Commitment, people development, and innovation are valued within 
the Flexibility dimension, and this seems inherent in the Proactive cluster, as they adopt and 
perform well in all SB practices. To perform well at such a diverse set of practices implies 
some level of innovativeness, and a commitment from employees and management to be 
successful. The Proactive cluster also has some elements of a hierarchical cluster, which values 
consistency and efficiency. These values are demonstrated in the very successful 
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implementation of the Monitoring and Reporting SB practices, as well as other efficiency 
based practices.  
 
Adaptive with Flexible with some stability: This was one of the weaker connections. The 
Adaptive cluster demonstrates the ability to be flexible and adapt to the demands of the 
complex supply chains that they may be part of. They also score highly in the Monitoring and 
Reporting category and do well in many other categories. As mentioned previously, the 
Flexible with some stability culture cluster focuses on:  commitment, people development, 
innovation, consistency and efficiency. The Adaptive cluster seems perfectly suited to be the 
‘Flexible’ organization, and particularly one with a high Adhocracy culture. There is definitely 
a high level of innovation – having to keep up with the changing demands of the supply chain. 
The other qualities may be expressed in the other SB practices that had an average 
performance. 
 






TABLE 5.10 TEST OF HYPOTHESES 
 
 
5.3.3 Review of hypotheses 
 
Looking through our previous hypotheses related to Culture and SB practice clusters, we see 
that a few of those were significant and related to the descriptions given above.  
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H2a. Organizations with relatively high clan profiles will have high a higher than 
average adoption of Employee related SB practices 
This hypothesis was shown to be valid and significant. The Stable, Balanced and Flexible (with 
stability) clusters scored the highest in the Clan culture. The Proactive and Preventative 
clusters had the highest adoption of Employee related practices. The Preventative and Stable 
clusters were significantly related, as were the Proactive and Flexible (with stability) clusters.  
 
H2b. Organizations with relatively high clan profiles will have high a higher than 
average adoption of Ethical SB practices 
 
This hypothesis was found to be valid and significant. The Stable, Balanced and Flexible (with 
stability) clusters were the highest performers in the Clan culture. The practice cluster with the 
highest Ethics performance was the Proactive cluster. The Proactive cluster was found to be 
related to the Flexible (with some stability) cluster.   
 
H3a: Organizations with relatively high adhocracy profiles will have high a higher than 
average adoption of Externally oriented SB practices 
 
This hypothesis was found to be invalid. The culture clusters with the highest adhocracy 
profiles were the Flexible (with stability), Balanced and Externally Oriented clusters. The 
practice cluster with the highest performance in Externally oriented SB practices, Integrative, 
was not related significantly to any of these.  
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H3b: Organizations with relatively high adhocracy profiles will have high a higher than 
average adoption of research and innovation SB practices 
 
This hypothesis was found to be valid and significant. The culture clusters with the highest 
adhocracy profiles were the Flexible (with stability), Balanced and Externally Oriented clusters. 
The practice clusters with the highest performance in Research and Innovation practices were 
the Integrative and Proactive clusters. The Proactive and Flexible (with stability) clusters were 
found to be related.  
 
H3c: Organizations with relatively high adhocracy profiles will have high a higher than 
average adoption of Supply chain management SB practices 
 
This hypothesis was found to be valid and significant. The culture clusters with the highest 
adhocracy profiles were the Flexible (with stability), Balanced and Externally Oriented clusters. 
The practice cluster with the highest performance in Supply chain management practices was 
the Adaptive cluster. The Adaptive cluster was found to be significantly related to the Flexible 
(with stability) culture profile.  
 
H4a. Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher 
than average adoption of Compliance based SB practices 
 
This hypothesis was found to be valid and significant. The culture clusters with the highest 
hierarchical profiles were the Flexible (with stability), Balanced and Stable clusters. The 
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Proactive cluster scored the highest in the Compliance based SB practices. It was shown that 
the Proactive cluster and the Flexible (with stability) clusters are significantly related.  
 
H4b. Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher 
than average adoption of Prevention 
 
This hypothesis was found to be valid and significant. The culture clusters with the highest 
hierarchical profiles were the Flexible (with stability), Balanced and Stable clusters. The 
Integrative, Proactive, Receptive and Preventative clusters scored the highest in the 
Preventative SB practices. The Proactive and Flexible (with stability) and the Preventative and 
Stable clusters, were found to be related.  
 
H4c. Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher 
than average adoption of Financial & Risk related SB practices 
 
This hypothesis was found to be invalid. The culture clusters with the highest hierarchical 
profiles were the Flexible (with stability), Balanced and Stable clusters. The practice cluster 
with the highest Financial & Risk scores was the Beginner cluster. This cluster was not found 
to be related to any of the high-performing hierarchical cultures.  
 
H4d. Organizations with relatively high hierarchical profiles will have high a higher 
than average adoption of Monitoring and reporting related SB practices 
 
96 
This hypothesis was found to be valid and significant. The culture clusters with the highest 
hierarchical profiles were the Flexible (with stability), Balanced and Stable clusters. The 
Integrative and Adaptive practice clusters scored the highest in the Monitoring & Reporting 
categories. The Adaptive cluster was found to be significantly related to the Flexible (with 
stability) cluster.  
 
Hypothesis 5a: Organizations with relatively high market profiles will have high a 
higher than average adoption of Product & Process/Resource and operational 
efficiency practices.  
 
This hypothesis was found to be valid and significant. The culture clusters with the highest 
market profiles were the Balanced, Externally oriented, Stable and Market clusters. The 
practice clusters with high performance in Product & Process/Resource and operational 
efficiency practices were the Integrative, Receptive and Preventative clusters. The Preventative 
and Stable clusters were found to be significantly related.  
 
H5b: Organizations with relatively high market profiles will have high a higher than 
average adoption of externally oriented practices. 
 
This hypothesis was found to be valid and significant. The culture clusters with the highest 
market profiles were the Balanced, Externally oriented, Stable and Market clusters. The 
practice clusters with high performance in externally oriented practices were the Integrative, 
Proactive, Receptive and Preventative clusters. The Preventative and Stable clusters were 
found to be significantly related.  
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5.4. RQ3. If organizational culture and SB practices are aligned, will this result in 
higher financial performance? 
Hypothesis 6a: Organizations with alignment between organizational culture and SB practices, will perform 
better financially, as compared to organizations without alignment. 
 
For this last phase of the research, I test whether the financial performance of the ‘aligned’ 
organizations is statistically greater than that of the ‘non-aligned’ group. By aligned, I refer to 
the presence of some association or relationship between the culture and practice clusters, as 
determined by the preceding tests. Therefore, all organizations with the following combination 
of practice/culture clusters would be part of the ‘aligned’ group.  
 
TABLE 5.11 ALIGNED CLUSTERS 
SB Practice Cluster Culture Cluster 
PC2: Preventative & CU1: Market 
PC2: Preventative & CU2: Stable 
PC4: Responsive & CU1: Market 
PC4: Responsive & CC4: Balanced 
PC5: Beginner & CU3: Externally oriented 
PC6: Proactive & CU5: Flexible with some Stability 
PC8: Adaptive & CU5: Flexible with some Stability 
 
The ROA and ROE scores were calculated using financial data obtained from COMPUSTAT 
and CRSP databases. Financial data was found for only 58 of the organizations in the sample. 
21 of those 58 fit the ‘alignment’ profile, leaving 37 in the non-aligned group. 
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TABLE 5.12. COMPANIES IN THE SB PRACTICE SAMPLE WITH AVAILABLE 
FINANCIAL DATA 
PC Cluster 
No of Companies 
with Fin. Data  
% of 
cluster Total Cluster size 
PC1 11 38% 29 
PC2 12 33% 36 
PC3 3 38% 8 
PC4 11 32% 34 
PC5 10 32% 31 
PC6 5 71% 7 
PC7 7 70% 10 
PC8 0 0% 4 
 
I calculated the z-score for each organization compared to its industry average (industry 
average calculated from sample). In this way, I was able to compare the organization’s 
ROA/ROE with its industry, which gives a better indication how a business is performing. 
Financial data for only 59 or the organizations were available. The companies with financial 
data were representative of the larger sample, and were scattered across the 8 practice clusters. 
A performance variable was coded ‘1’ & ‘2’ with 1 corresponding to companies an alignment 




TABLE 5.13 GROUP STATISTICS FOR ALIGNED VS NON-ALIGNED GROUPS 
 
The results found the aligned group to have a slightly higher mean ROA when compared to 
the non-aligned group. This is not the case for ROE. The results show that the aligned group’s 
mean is slightly lower than that of the non-aligned group. ROA measures how efficiently 
management is using total assets to generate income. ROE measures how efficiently 
investments are generating income. A result such as this one may indicate that the aligned 
companies have greater investments from shareholders, and have not earned income from 
these investments as they are with their total assets. An independent samples t-test found no 
significant differences with the aligned and non-aligned groups. This finding invalidates our 
final hypothesis:  
 
Hypothesis 6a: Organizations with alignment between organizational culture and SB 
practices, will perform better financially, as compared to organizations without 
alignment. 
 
One limitation of this test was the small portion of the sample that could be tested. Only 
58/158 (~37%) of the sample had financial data, and thus a smaller number of organizations 
were present within each ‘aligned-pair.’ Generating the financial data for the remaining 




6.1. Review of the Findings 
 
 
6.1.1 SB Practice Clusters 
 
SB practices are discussed quite extensively in the Business and Sustainability literature. 
Researchers have theorized that organizations lie on a ‘sustainability spectrum’ based on the 
range of SB practices they have adopted. Typically, you would find a ‘compliant’ organization 
as the first rung of the ladder. Firms that emphasize compliance issues in their CSR reports 
may be concerned only with meeting regulations and reducing liability costs, and these 
priorities are considered the lowest performing group in terms of sustainability. The 
progression moves onto the cost-cutters or cost-minimizers, who adopt ‘low-hanging’ SB 
practices that save resources and reduce wastes. These are more geared towards end-of-pipe 
solutions. Further along the spectrum we would start to see some differentiation in terms of 
focus on employees, suppliers and sourcing, society and the communities, stakeholders etc. 
Then we would see some investment in sustainable technologies or sustainable designs that 
can achieve an enhanced reputation for the organization. Finally, we a set of organizations that 
share concerns for our societies and the environment; those who commit to helping reverse 
wicked problems and promote well-being, equity and justice in our societies.  
 
The results of this study depicted just that: A spectrum of organizations focused on different 
SB practices that give some indication of their advancement on sustainability goals. This 
research highlighted eight significantly different clusters within the sample. The organizations 
were sorted by the bundles of SB practices mentioned in the reports, and the result showed 
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varying performance in the SB practices. They were ordered by this performance, and the end 
result was a hierarchy of clusters, with the same basic structure as that of the literature findings 
– compliant at the bottom rung, with a graduated differentiation in the performance on and 
in the type of SB practices mentioned.  
 
One interesting finding was that in the higher performing clusters, all SB practices were scored 
as average or higher. This finding suggests that companies who are better at talking about 
sustainability, may understand all of the various aspects that need focus, and create a more 
balanced approach to addressing sustainability concerns. Then on top of this balanced, average 
performance, they each differentiate themselves by focusing on one or more SB practices, that 
they perform highly on. Even those organizations performing poorly, have addressed all or 
most SB practices.  
 
This balanced approach – though interesting, is not that surprising. Companies who show 
some interest in sustainability strategies, understand the importance of all three spheres of 
sustainability – the environment, society and the economy. Thus, any adopted strategy would 
include practices from all of these realms. Furthermore, this information comes from a 
Corporate Sustainability Report (CSR). These reports, by nature are meant to bring out 
discussions in all three realms of sustainability. The Global Reporting Index (GRI) scores 
organizations by their implementation of SB practices, and thus I would expect to see mention 
of a wide range of SB practices. This can be seen as a limitation of this research, and there is 
room for further analysis of other company documents.  
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Those companies who did outperform others in certain categories, in many cases could have 
some contextual explanation for their high-performance. The Location and Sector variables 
seemed to have the highest influence on performance in certain categories. This makes sense 
because these CSR reports are meant for customers, shareholders and others who may have 
an investment in a specific location or a particular sector/industry. Thus, one would expect 
companies to write more about what they are doing with their local communities, and pay 
attention to those issues that are related to the area. For example, companies from developing 
countries, scored higher in Developing world SB practices. Likewise, companies will write 
more on what is of particular interest in certain industries. For example, we saw high scores in 
Health and Safety for clusters with a high proportion of organizations from the Food and 
Beverage sector. This aligns well with contingency theory which proposes that organizations 
will adapt their structure to maintain  fit with changing contextual factors, to attain high 
performance (Sousa & Voss, 2008). Whilst this may not be very surprising finding, it is an 
interesting one that has not been investigated much in the literature. This presents a further 
research opportunity to identify some of the core factors that influence a business’ adoption 
of SB practices. This could be a significant contribution to industry and give some basis upon 
which businesses can select which SB practices to adopt.  
 
A final interesting finding for this section, is that three of the top performing clusters were 
very close in terms of performance (Proactive, Integrative, Adaptive). What differentiated 
them was the SB practices that they performed highly on. This finding is particularly striking 
because it aligns with Configuration theory and the concept of equifinality. The theory puts 
forward that there is no single best path to success within organizations, and studies have 
shown that alternative paths (bundles of practices) can lead to the same organizational 
103 
outcome – i.e. equifinality (Ostroff & Schulte, 2014). A large part of this research is based on 
the premise that businesses can achieve high levels of sustainability performance in many 
different ways, or by using strategies that are unique to their set of circumstances, or context. 
The observation of these high performing clusters differentiating in their top SB practices, 
does support the notion of equifinality. If this is the case, this presents a great opportunity to 
further analyze this space. It would be of great benefit to study organizations who are known 
sustainability leaders, to understand the set of SB practices they adopt, and also their 
performance on them. In conjunction with the above research on context and adoption, I 
believe this work would have a significant impact on corporate sustainability as whole – 
dispelling the myth that there is one-track to achieving sustainability success.  
 
The clustering of organizations by SB practices, empirically, is a first in the Business and 
Sustainability literature. I see the implications of this work being a first step into many avenues: 
 
1. Understanding what factors shape sustainability strategies. What practices do organizations 
adopt in order to ‘fit’ within their contextual factors? How much does location or sector 
explain SB practice performance?  
 
2. What does sustainability success look like in different leading organizations? How does their 
context affect their performance in certain SB practices?  
 
These questions present a multitude of opportunities to expand this research space, and 
provide insights that would prove valuable to organizations pursuing sustainability goals.  
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6.1.2 Organizational Culture and SB Practice Cluster Associations 
 
(A) Organizational Culture Clusters 
 
To answer this second research question, I first identified the cultural profiles of the 
organizations within the sample. The literature on organizational culture has been increasingly 
critical of the idea of culture ‘types’, and has been encouraging the use of organizational 
profiles or configurations in its stead. The Competing Values Framework (CVF) is a 
commonly used instrument in organizational culture research, and has been typically used as 
a typology instrument, though it has been discussed that a configurational or profile approach, 
using the CVF, would be a more beneficial tool (Hartnell, Chad A. et al. (2011). The results of 
the culture clustering in this study demonstrated configural profiles of these organizations with 
high/low scores for multiple dimensions of cultural values. Only one cluster was very highly 
associated with one culture type, the rest were associated with at least two types. This was an 
interesting find which corroborates the recent discussions around culture types verses profiles.  
 
In practice, organizations don’t neatly fit into one or the other quadrant; they have elements 
of all four culture types, usually with some leaning to one specific culture type. Even the most 
externally focused, profit driven company would have some concern for its employees and 
their development. The most innovative and flexible companies also contain some minimal 
level of hierarchy and set processes. Thus, in both theory and practice, we expected to find 
cultural profiles, and this is what was evidenced by this cluster analysis.  
 
That said, even though we expect companies to have elements of all culture types, typically we 
see companies score highly on one end of the dimensions of organizational structure or focus. 
That is, a company might do well in the ‘Stability’ dimension, with attributes across Hierarchy 
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and Market. Or a business might be well suited to the ‘External’ dimension, with high scores 
in Adhocracy and Market. An assumption of the CVF is that the two pairs of the latent 
dimensions located in opposite quadrants are not correlated, and are in fact competing values 
(Kalliath, Bluedorn, & Gillespie, 1999), implying that there are likely to be trade-offs between 
the two types. Research has found that companies who attempt to balance two opposing 
culture types (diagonally) usually struggle to find balance and create dissonance within the 
organization.  
 
A very intriguing finding coming out of this work, is that two of the culture clusters 
demonstrated this diagonal, or ‘competing-traits’ culture. Cluster 4 – the ‘Balanced’ cluster and 
Cluster 5 – ‘Flexible with some Stability’ both reach diagonally across the CVF. The balanced 
cluster scored highest in Market (External and Stable) and Clan (Internal and Flexible) cultures 
whereas Cluster 5 scored highest in Adhocracy (External and Flexible) and Hierarchy (Internal 
and Stable). These are indicative of corporations who have found effective ways to balance 
these competing values and perhaps have high levels of organizational effectiveness.   
 
(B) Culture and SB Practice Associations 
 
The research found seven culture and SB practice associations. One of the more striking 
findings was the association of the highest-ranking SB practice clusters (Proactive & Adaptive) 
with one of the culture clusters that may be demonstrating high levels of organizational 
effectiveness. This was the ‘Flexible with some stability’ culture. Researchers have theorized 
that the ‘ideal’ culture profile for corporate sustainability will be high in Adhocracy, and low 
in internal process values (Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, A., 2010). To this researcher’s 
knowledge, this has not been proven empirically. Thus, this finding is a first attempt to 
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understand whether a culture for sustainability is associated more with one culture type. While 
this is, on its own, a significant finding, much more research is needed to make any conclusions 
about sustainability culture. For one, there were other SB practice clusters, some high-
performing ones, that did not associate with the culture clusters. It would therefore be useful 
to understand what the culture profiles of these high ‘sustainability’ performing companies 
are.  
 
Equally interesting was that the lowest performing SB cluster (Beginner) with a culture 
association, was associated with the Externally oriented culture. The second lowest 
(Preventative) was associated strongly with the Market and Stable culture clusters. It is 
important to note that the Externally oriented cluster was significantly higher in the Market 
cluster (0.61) than the Adhocracy cluster (0.25). Thus, the finding here is that the Stable and 
particularly Market clusters, are generally associated with lower-performing SB practices. The 
Responsive cluster, which is in the bottom 50% of the SB practice clusters in performance, 
was also associated with the Market cluster. This association has not been examined in the 
literature, and it should definitely be an area for further consideration. It may be that the high 
focus on financial performance in a market culture has some effect on the organization’s focus 
on other sustainability criteria. The lowest performing SB practice cluster (Compliant) was not 
associated with any culture cluster, so it would be useful to identify the culture of the 
companies within that cluster.  
 
6.1.3 SB Practice and Culture Cluster Alignment and Financial Performance 
 
The final question in this paper brought in the variable of financial performance. The intent 
was to determine whether an alignment (association) with culture and SB practice clusters was 
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indicative of a more financially successful organization. The findings of this research were 
inconclusive with regards to this question. The primary reason being the dearth of financial 
data retrieved for the organizations in the sample. Only about 35% of the sample had available 
financial data.  
 
This was an unfortunate limitation of the research, as a response to this question could have 
contributed significantly to the Business and Sustainability research. Understanding whether 
an alignment in practices and culture is predictive of performance, is an incredible finding that 
can change how businesses approach the adoption and implementation of SB practices. 
Another noteworthy question is the correlation between the SB practice clusters and financial 
performance. We have some indication how the clusters perform relative to each other on 
their focus on SB practices, and it would be fascinating to see how this result aligns with 
financial performance. Additionally, understanding which culture types are more financially 
successful, is also an intriguing question.  
 
6.2 Limitations & Further Research 
 
Researchers have considered bundles of management practices because of their synergistic 
abilities, and ability to form of high-quality strategies. This has however, not been applied to 
sustainable business practices. My research has taken the first step in empirically understanding 
how these bundles are adopted to create sustainability strategies.  However, there were a few 
limitations that could be addressed through further research.  
Firstly, the organizational culture research was very limited having been drawn from only CSR 
reports. Whilst the reports do give some indication of the organizational culture, a report made 
108 
for external stakeholders is going to have some inherent biases to some culture types. The 
findings can be expanded upon by utilizing different sources for determining the 
organizational culture. This could be other company documents: internal reports, website text 
etc. Having a broad and diverse set of sources will minimize the biases found in any one 
particular source.  
One of the limitations of using content analysis on company reports is that we are analyzing 
what a company wants to talk about and not necessarily what it is they are doing or actually care 
about. This is particularly true in the case of Corporate Sustainability Reports. Companies want 
to communicate their sustainability efforts to their stakeholders and may not report activities 
or actions that are contrary to this main goal. More analysis using other data sources, example 
Internal reports, website data or even other public information regarding the company’s 
sustainability efforts.  
Another issue was that the lengths and types of CSR reports varied a bit. Some documents 
were over 200 pages long, while others were 10 pages long. While I did use the average 
influence score per code per document, this definitely gave an advantage to those companies 
who ‘talk’ more, to achieve higher scores in that code. The same can be said for the type of 
report. There were two main types of reports – those akin to a CSR, that is GRI, Corporate 
citizenship report, Environmental reports etc.; and there were Annual reports which include 
Integrated reports. The Annual and Integrated reports were generally the longer reports, and 
they reported on a wide range of aspects pertaining to the business. In one of the clusters, it 
was seen that the Finance and Risk SB practice category was very high scored when the 
Annual/Integrated reports were the majority. This suggests that the type of report does have 
some influence on the word scores, which may obscure the results. Future research should 
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look to isolating reports of the same kind to ensure that there is no bias feeding into the results. 
Using this one data source to determine the two variables could have contributed to common 
method bias. This may have been reduced with the use of computerized text analysis, but this 
bias does need to be acknowledged. 
Some of the other control variables, such as location and sector, seemed to weigh heavily in 
some of the SB practice clusters. It would be useful to understand how much of an impact 
these two variables have on the performance on SB practices, and also on organizational 
culture. If indeed, these contextual variables have a significant effect on the practices adopted, 
this would support configurational theory and the concept of equifinality.  
It would also make sense to conduct a more in-depth study on organizations who are 
successful in achieving sustainability goals. It would be interesting to see which SB practices 
they have adopted and perform really well in, as well as identify their cultural profile. As seen 
in this research, I would expect many different successful sustainability strategies, which would 
again support configurational theory. 
Regarding the organizational culture there are a few ways in which this research could be 
enhanced. Firstly, it is more typical to measure organizational culture using surveys or 
interviews. The aggregation of results for several company employees gives a relatively 
accurate measure of the company’s culture or climate. For my research these methods were 
extremely difficult and costly to implement. I also found that content analysis was recently 
being used in other studies to identify an organization’s culture. Having the CSR reports 
publically available presented an opportunity to further explore this method of analyzing 
culture. The downside is that a report to shareholders or to the Global Reporting Index would 
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generally follow some pre-prescribed format. This template may dilute the ‘voice’ of this 
company’s culture, and include more externally-oriented text, or material that is very 
structured. In the research sample, I found the market culture to be extremely dominant, and 
it could be that it is an outcome of using content analysis on public-facing reports. Future 
work may seek to validate this claim, using one of the conventional methods to measure 
culture, and comparing it to the cultural profile brought out through the text analysis.  This 
will be useful for future analyses of organizational culture, in light of increasing survey fatigue; 
the use of content analysis may significantly broaden a researcher’s ability to assess an 
organization’s culture.  
Another complementary measure of organizational culture is that of culture strength. This is 
defined as the extent to which cultural values and beliefs are widely shared and strongly held 
throughout the organization (Linnenluecke, M. & Griffiths, A., 2010; O’Reilly & Chatman, 
1996)). Studies have confirmed that a positive link exists between cultural strength and firm 
performance (Zammuto et al., 2000a). This study could benefit from using the additional 
variable of culture strength to determine if the degree to which the values are shared affects 
the link between SB practices and performance.  
One very fascinating result of this work is the association between the high-performing SB 
practice clusters and one particular culture cluster. The opposite also rang true – with the lower 
performing SB clusters associated with a particular culture. This echo’s what has been 
theorized in the literature, and definitely presents an opportunity to explore what a ‘culture for 
sustainability’ might look like, or conversely, what it doesn’t look like.  
111 
This research did not include financial information for about 65% of the sample. This lack of 
data may have significantly affected the concluding test that compared the non-aligned clusters 
to the aligned clusters. Only 13% of the entire sample was included in the aligned group, and 
23% in the non-aligned group. These small groups may be too small a part of the population 
to make any generalizations about the results. Thus, future work should obtain the financial 
data for most of the sample, to ensure meaningful results.  It would also be useful to examine 
whether there is any correlation between the SB practice clusters and financial performance as 
well as the culture clusters and financial performance.  
 
Finally, an original research endeavor was to determine some measure of sustainability 
performance. The intention was to analyze reports, company websites, and general websites, 
to identify meaningful indicators of progress or failure on some sustainability outcome. This 
task proved very difficult and time-consuming, thus it was decided to use financial 
performance as a signal of organizational effectiveness. Implementing sustainability practices 
has been linked to positive financial performance so there was some validation to use this 
variable. Future research should explore this area of measuring sustainability performance. If 
we are able to directly link culture/SB practice alignment to sustainability performance, we 
could see a change in the way businesses adopt and implement SB practices. This could have 




One of the goals of this research was to uncover bundles of sustainability practices that work 
simultaneously to create an effective sustainability strategy. The results were eight bundles (or 
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clusters) that were most prominent in the sample organizations. Some organizations had more 
complete bundles, while some concentrated on specific practices that were related to their 
region or sector or their commitment to sustainability. The results portrayed a spectrum of 
organizations, from those concerned with compliance and cost-minimization, to those 
working to change internal company culture towards sustainability.  
The major finding from this first analysis, was the identification of similarly well-performing 
clusters, who differentiated from each other based on their high-performing SB practices 
categories. This finding supported configuration theory and the concept of equifinality which 
proposes that organizations have different means by which to achieve the same level of 
success. This finding is significant because it dispels the myth that there is one path to 
sustainability, or a one-size-fits all approach to adopting sustainability strategies.  
A second goal of the research was to uncover associations between SB practices and 
organizational culture. While there were several interesting results in this set of analyses, the 
most significant was the association of the higher-performing SB clusters to the Adhocracy 
with some stability culture. This result is very significant because it is the first attempt at 
empirically testing this theoretical assumption. It presents a first look into what a culture for 
sustainability might look like, and though this would benefit greatly from further research and 
analysis, it is still a very note-worthy finding. 
The final part of the research set out to examine whether the association between SB practices 
and organizational culture was somewhat predictive of financial performance. This was the 
most limited section of the research, with very little of the sample having available financial 
data. No conclusions were able to be drawn, as a result of this dearth in financial data. 
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However, this still remains an extremely important and significant question, and this is quite 




World production and consumption have reached incredibly high levels. One half of the planet 
lives on less than $2 a day, while one-fifth of the planet owns four-fifths of global wealth, and 
contributes to the increasing mounds of waste, pollution, and overexploitation of our natural 
resources. Businesses have the unique ability to affect change in all of these areas with negative 
impacts. If corporations emphasized the need to protect and restore our natural environment, 
as well be part of the solution for some of our societal problems, we would make great strides 
in achieving global sustainability. 
Generally, it is in an organization’s interest to pursue some sustainability strategy. It offers 
them the ability to save money by utilizing less resources, less energy and water, and generate 
less waste. Companies also benefit from the competitive advantages to be had when 
promoting their commitment to protecting the environment, or contributing positively to 
society. But researchers and involved stakeholders have considered business sustainability 
efforts to be minimal and intended purely for marketing or cost-savings purposes. Whilst this 
statement may have some degree of truth in it, businesses have been handed an incredibly 
difficult task of ‘deciding’ what corporate sustainability should look like. The lack of guidance 
in the corporate sustainability space, has contributed to varying descriptions, definitions and 
concepts related to corporate sustainability. Even with sustainability standards, there is a 
disconnect to the broader sustainability goals, and so small and incremental changes are the 
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norm rather larger, more meaningful sustainability targets.  
There were so many interesting and significant findings in this study, and all have some 
implications on the Business and Sustainability literature, as well as on industry. If it is indeed 
true that several paths exist to successful sustainability performance, and we can determine 
how much different contextual factors affect this performance, this can completely change the 
way in which businesses determine their sustainability strategies. We have also opened the 
door to understanding what a culture for sustainability may or may not look like – giving 
businesses some sort of guidance to work towards.  
 
The Business and sustainability literature suffers from a lack of empirical research in exposing 
what true sustainability might look like within an organization, and this work is a first step in 
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Build human–ecological relations to establish and maintain the long-term integrity of socio-biophysical systems and
protect	the	irreplaceable	life	support	functions	upon	which	human	and	ecological	well-being	depends.	
Livelihood	sufficiency	and	opportunity	
Ensure that everyone and every community has enough for a decent life and that everyone has opportunities to seek
improvements	in	ways	that	do	not	compromise	future	generations’	possibilities	for	sufficiency	and	opportunity.	
Intragenerational	equity	
Ensure that sufficiency and effective choices for all are pursued in ways that reduce dangerous gaps in sufficiency and
opportunity	(and	health,	security,	social	recognition,	political	influence,	and	so	on)	between	the	rich	and	the	poor.	
Intergenerational	equity	
Favour present options and actions that are most likely to preserve or enhance the opportunities and capabilities of
future	generations	to	live	sustainably.	
Resource	maintenance	and	efficiency	
Provide a larger base for ensuring sustainable livelihoods for all, while reducing threats to the long-term integrity of
socio-	ecological	systems	by	reducing	extractive	damage,	avoiding	waste	and	cutting	overall	material	and	energy	use	
Socio-ecological	civility	and	democratic	governance	
Build the capacity, motivation and habitual inclination of individuals, co munities and other collective decision-making
bodies to apply sustainability requirements through more open and better informed deliberations, greater attention to
fostering reciprocal awareness and collective responsibility, and more integrated use of administrative, market,
customary	and	personal	decision-making	practices.	
Precaution	and	adaptation	








This means systematically substituting certain persistent and unnatural compounds with ones that are normally
abundant	or	break	down	more	easily	in	nature,	and	using	all	substances	produced	by	society	efficiently	
Eliminate	our	contribution	to	the	systematic	physical	degradation	of	nature	through	over-harvesting,	introductions	and	other	forms	of	modification	
This means drawing resources only from well-managed eco-systems, systematically pursuing the most productive and
efficient	use	both	of	those	resources	and	land,	and	exercising	caution	in	all	kinds	of	modification	of	nature.	
Contribute	as	much	as	we	can	to	the	meeting	of	human	needs	in	our	society	and	worldwide,	over	and	above	all	the	substitution	and	dematerialization	meas-	ures	taken	in	meeting	the	first	three	objectives	
This means using all of our resources efficiently, fairly and responsibly so that the needs of all people on whom we have
an	impact,	and	the	future	needs	of	people	who	are	not	yet	born,	stand	the	best	chance	of	being	met.	
President's	council	(1997) Long-term	impacts	and	consequences:
Sustainable development requires the use of a long-term horizon for decision making in which society pursues long-
term	aspirations	rather	than	simply	making	short-term,	reactive	responses	to	problems
Interdependence
Sustainable development recognizes the interdependence of economic, environmental, and social well-being. It
promotes actions that expand economic opportunity, improve environmental quality, and increase social well-being all
at	the	same	time,	never	sacrificing	one	for	another.
Participation	and	transparency
Sustainable development depends on decision making that is inclusive, participatory, and transparent. It recognizes the
importance of process and decision making that includes the input of the stakeholders who will be affected by
decisions
Equity















































































Author Title Categories Descriptions Practices
(Sarkis,	1998) Environmentally	conscious	business	practices Design	for	the	environment Consider	the	complete	product	life	cycle	when	designing	environmental	aspects	into	a	product	or	process Recyclability;	remanufacturability;	reuse;	disassembly;	disposalInventory	Analysis;	Impact	Analysis;	Life	Cycle	CostingImprovement	Analysis
Inbound	logistics	and	procurement;	Materials	management;	Outbound	logistics;	Packaging;Reverse	logistics
Environmental	Management	systems:	ISO	14001




















































































N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
cluster1 29 0.0385 0.02831 0.00526
cluster4 34 0.0519 0.02248 0.00386
Lower Upper
Equal variances assumed 1.945 0.168 -2.102 61 0.040 -0.01345 0.00640 -0.02625 -0.00065
Equal variances not assumed -2.064 53.162 0.044 -0.01345 0.00652 -0.02653 -0.00038
ProdProc
Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
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H: TABLE 5.6: INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TEST ON CULTURE CLUSTERS 
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